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EQUAL RIGHTS 





WEDNESDAY, APRIL 11, 1956 


UnitTep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11:10 a. m., in room 424, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Estes Kefauver (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kefauver, Langer and Dirksen. 

Also present: Senators George W. Malone, and Spessard L. Holland, 

Wayne H. Smithey, member, professional staff. 

Senator Kerauver. We will now take up Senate Joint Resolution 
39. 

(S. J. Res. 39 is as follows:) 


[S. J. Res. 39, 84th Cong., Ist Sess.] 
JOINT RESOLUTION Proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States relative to 
equal rights for men and women 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House concurring therein), That the 
following article is proposed as an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, which shall be valid to all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution 
when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States: 


“ARTICLE — 


“Section 1. Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged 
by the United States or by any State on account of sex. Congress and the 
several States shall have power, within their respective jurisdictions, to enforce 
this article by appropriate legislation. 


“Sec. 2. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been ratified as 


an amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of three-fourths of the 
several States. 


“Sec. 3. This amendment shall take effect one year after the date of ratifica- 
tion.”’ 

Senator Kerauver. Our first witness is Senator Malone. Will 
you proceed, Senator Malone. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. MALONE, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Senator Martone. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a short 
statement now, and ask permission to extend it. 

Senator Kerauver. Permission is granted for you to revise and 
extend your statement within 1 week. 

Senator Martone. Mr. Chairman, Senate Joint Resolution 39 is 
an equal rights joint resolution proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States relative to equal rights for women. 
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2 EQUAL RIGHTS 


Mr. Chairman, I have joined in the introduction of this Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 39 because I believe in the principle of equal 
rights for men and women. 


On two prior occasions I have-joined in the introduction of such 
legislation: 


1. Senate Joint Resolution No. 25, 81st Congress. Introduced 
on January 13, 1949. Passed the Senate on January 25, 1950. 

2. Senate Joint Resolution No. 49. Introduced on February 25, 
1953. Passed the Senate on Augusy 16, 1953. 


In each case, Mr. Chairman, the legislation failed of passage in 
the House. 


Mr. Chairman, the present proposed legislation was introduced 
on February 8, 1955, and it is " hope that it may pass both Houses 


at this session and be signed by the President and be submitted to the 
States for ratification. 


Mr. Chairman, on July 16, 1953, there ensued a debate on the 
Senate floor during which most of the troublesome questions were 
raised and thoroughly discussed and I made my position on this 
important proposed legislation. 

Since I have not changed my position, Mr. Chairman, I request 


permission to make that debate a part of the record as a part of my 
testimony on this resolution. 


Senator Kerauver. It will be accepted as a part of your statement. 
(The debate above referred to is as follows:) 


THE EQUAL-RIGHTS AMENDMENT 


Mr. Matone. Mr. President, I have listened with interest to the remarks of 
baer distinguished senior Senator from Arizona in regard to Senate Joint Reso- 
ution 49. 


SPECIAL LEGISLATION 


During the debate there has been discussion of such matters as alimony, child 
custody, and special State laws for the benefit of women. I call attention to 
the fact that all these matters relate to special legislation. 

For example, in the State of Nevada, it is contrary to State law for women to 
work underground in the mines. However, if the constitutional amendment 
called for by Senate Joint Resolution 49 were to be adopted, such State laws 
would of course be unconstitutional. Nevertheless, women still could not get 
jobs working underground in the mines in Nevada, simply because the mine 
operators would not hire women to work underground in those mines. In the 
first place, the miners would quit since they think it is bad luck for a woman 
to work underground. 

Much of this special legislation has grown up because of the fact that there 
is no such equal rights constitutional provision. 

The same type of changes in State laws were made necessary by the woman’s 
suffrage amendment to the Constitution. 


EQUAL RIGHTS 


Mr. President, I listened with close attention to the statement that men are 
better able to make a living for a family than are the women. There are many 
exceptions. Of course it is customary for the man to actually hold the job that 
supports the family; but custom would not necessarily change following the 
adoption of a constitutional amendment for equal rights. 

So we are not talking about granting additional rights or about granting special 
rights. We are talking about equal rights. 

The joint resolution provides, in part, that— 

“The following article is proposed as an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, which shall be valid to all intents and purposes as part of the 
Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several 
States: 
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** “aARTICLE— 


‘“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the 
United States or by any State on account of sex.’” 


EQUITIES NOT DISTURBED 


I see nothing in the amendment to prevent a court from deciding a family 
matter in accordance with the equities—which of course is exactly what is con- 
templated. 

I read further from the joint resolution: 

“The Congress and the several States have the power, within their respective 
jurisdictions, to enforce this article by appropriate legislation. 

“This article shall take effect 1 year after the date of its ratification.” 


WOMEN IN THE ARMED SERVICES 


Mr. President, in speaking of the drafting of men and women into the armed 
services, let me point out that in World War I there were no women in our 
Armed Forces, with the exception of nurses. 

Those women did a magnificent job; that is well known by all of us who served 
in foreign countries, including France and other European countries, during that 
war. 


TIME MOVES ON 


But time moves on. In World War II, women were very active in serving in 
various capacities for which they were fitted. Now women are established. 
They have taken their regular places in the armed services. That is so, regardless 
of whether you, Mr. President, or I believe women should serve in such capacities. 
That evolution has occurred. It is an established fact. 


EQUAL SERVICE IN ACCORDANCE WITH FITNESS 


Mr. President, I have listened to the argument that if the constitutional amend- 
ment called for in Senate Joint Resolution 49 were adopted, then in time of war 
an equal number of men and women would have to serve in the frontlines, or 
a man who wished to be exempted from service in the frontlines would have a 
legitimate ground of complaint. 

I call attention to the action taken by Congress in making special provision for 
the service of doctors in the Armed Forces and special provision for the service 
in particular positions in the Armed Forces of men having certain physical defects. 
In time of war, we do not send men to serve where they are not fitted, and we 
would not require that women serve where they are not fitted. 

Mr. President, once before I joined in sponsoring this measure. At that time 
= Senate accepted the amendment of the distinguished senior Senator from 

rizona. 

We know the subject is controversial. Of course, letters, telegrams, and much 
other evidence could be read to the Senate all afternoon, but that would only 
serve to prevent passage of the joint resolution. In the humble opinion of the 
junior Senator from Nevada the States and the courts will take care of the details, 
within the limitation of the proposed amendment, once it becomes a part of the 
Constitution. It therefore only remains for the Congress of the United States to 
make up its mind whether or not it wants women to have equal rights with men. 

Mr. WevkKeEr. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. Matong. I am very happy to yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. We.xker. I am very much interested in the remarks being made by my 
distinguished friend from Nevada, and I believe I understand some of the reasons 
which prompt him to make them. I believe I am in sympathy with the general 
purpose of the joint resolution, though I fear that I must be persuaded as to a 
part of it, as do a great many other Senators. I wish my colleague would tell me 
what effect the joint resolution would have upon the community-property statute 
of the State of Idaho, which, for example, at this time gives the husband control 
and management of community property within that State. I refer particularly 
to the language on page 2, line 2, which reads: 

“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of sex.” 

That languages gives me some concern, and I should like to have it discussed 
by the Senator. 











4 EQUAL RIGHTS 


Mr. Matone. I may say to the distinguished Senator from Idaho that any law 
making a distinction in the rights between the sexes would be null and void. 

Mr. We ker. In other words, if a man wanted to sell a steer, it would be neces- 
sary for him to get his wife to agree to it before he could sell it; whereas, the 
husband has heretofore had the management and control of community property. 


COMMUNITY PROPERTY 


Mr. Matone. That is not the legal situation in the State of Nevada at the 
present time. In Nevada we would say that the wife could be regarded as a half- 
owner of a steer, and if she objects to its being sold, she should have her say in 
the matter. 

Mr. We KER. I respectfully differ with the Senator from Nevada on that point. 
I happen to have practiced law in the West, and I have never heard of one who has 
a right to manage personal property going to his wife to obtain her consent to a 
sale of such property. With respect to real property, under the statute, what the 
Senator says would be perfectly apparent and perfectly legal. 

Mr. Matone. I may say, although I do not profess to be a lawyer and do not 
purport to quote the law of the State of Nevada, the proposition simply is that 
when property is acquired by a husband and wife, it becomes community property. 

Mr. WELKER. What is hers is hers, and what is his is his. 

Mr. Matone. I would say that community property covers the situation. 

Mr. We ker. That is under the community-property statutes. 

Mr. Matone. Yes. 


Mr. WELKER. The community-property statute gives the right of management 
and control to the husband. 

Mr. Matone. Such legislation is personal, and it is detailed; and the manage- 
ment and control could equally well be given to either spouse. 

Mr. Werxker. Unfortunately, the law in my State historically has been based 
upon the philosophy of community property. 

Mr. Matonsg. I would say that is a very fortunate thing and such an amend- 
ment to the Constitution would no doubt require certain changes, but I am sure 
they will be on the side of progress. 

Mr. WELKER. Furthermore, the States that have been created have been 
created by virtue of the old community-property laws that came to Idaho from 
California and the Spanish grants or the Spanish law, which was the basis of 
community property. That is the thing that worries me. I am in sympathy 
with the joint resolution, as I know the Senator from Nevada is. But what will 
be its effect upon the local statutes which now govern and which have been in 
existence in my State since 1890, and, I think, also in the Senator’s State? 

Mr. Matonsg. Mr. President, I would say to the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho that there will be no trouble in my humble opinion. If, as the Senator 
has said, the statute now provides that in the matter of personal property, the 
husband may dispose of it, it can easily be changed, if found to be contrary to 
the joint resolution. 

In my humble opinion, a family is a family, and if there is any dispute about 
property, it should be settled within the family, not by any State law favoring 
one or the other. 

Mr. WELKER. The matter would have to be adjudicated in a court of law. 

Mr. Martone. That is correct on the equities in any particular case. 

Mr. WELKER. While, as I say, I am in sympathy with the purposes of the 
proposed constitutional amendment, I can see that in each of the States having 
community-property laws, the amendment might be used to alter and hamper 
the existing law. 

Mr. Matong. Property in my State has been considered as community prop- 
erty for purposes of taxation for many years—long before the Congress got 
around to making it a national principle. 

Mr. Wetxer. That is correct. But, going back, what is to be done with the 
States that have been created on the basis of community-property rights? Let 
us assume a case in which marriage was contracted 25 years ago, following which 
an estate has been accumulated, of which, by virtue of the local statute, the 
husband under our existing law would have the management and control. What 
would be the effect upon an estate under such circumstances? 

Mr. Matone. I doubt whether the joint resolution would have a retroactive 
effect. Generally speaking, the laws that are enacted are not made retroactive. 

Mr. WELKER. That is very interesting. But what are we to do with respect 
to the future? When as of now a huge estate is already built up, what are we to 


do about the community-property statutes of Idaho, Louisiana, California, 
Arizona, Washington, and Texas? 
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Mr. Matone. Any statute in any of those States that would be contrary 
to the constitutional amendment would simply need overhauling. A revision of 
the State laws on the subject would in some cases be necessary, just as in the 
case of the so-called women’s suffrage amendment. 

Mr. WeLKeER. In other words, it would nullify our community property 
statute, and we would have to accept some other situation. 

Mr. Maton. There is a community property Federal tax law. We have had 
the community tax law in my State of Nevada for many years. I remember 
that in 1947 or 1948 we passed the community tax law in Congress, with regard 
to community property. 


CONSIDER WOMEN AS PEOPLE 


It would not be changed at all. I may say to the distinguished Senator from 
Idaho, I am of the firm opinion that it is about time for us to begin to consider 
women as people, the same as we do men; and if any State laws need overhauling, 
perhaps the attorneys can take care of it at the legislative sessions following 
adoption of the amendment. I am sure no hardship will be encountered. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. Matonge. I yield. 

Mr. We ker. I think both of us want to protect the rights of women as we 
have so often discussed them. I respect their rights as does the Senator from 
Nevada; but I am sure neither of us wants to see new lawsuits crowd our court- 
rooms over this legislation. 

Mr. MAtone. Engineers do not ordinarily act as lawyers. 

Mr. WELKER. I may say I understand the Senator’s reasoning on this matter. 
However, he has suggested that if the eight States do not like it, they may as well 
change their whole philosophy on the subject. I may say to the Senator that we, 
in Idaho, happen to like the community property law, as do the people in the 
eight other States, and we would be in a dilemma to alter those laws at this time. 
I should like to know why they should be changed and why anything should be 
written into the Constitution that would interfere with the existing community 
property statutes, I should like to have the Senator from Nevada cite one case 
in Idaho of a woman who has been adversely affected by the community property 
statute. If the Senator will do that, I will vote for the joint resolution. Person- 
ally, I think we have a fine workable, equitable statute in Idaho, and I certainly 
want to preserve it. 

Mr. Matone. I know the fine reputation of the women of the State of Idaho. 
I do not know what their attitude is toward the community property statute, 
or whether they have been adversely affected by it. I should think that it would 
act for their protection. 

Mr. Burier of Maryland. Mr. President, will the Senator from Nevada 
yee that I make a brief statement in reply to what the Senator from Idaho has 
sai 

Mr. Matong. I yield for that purpose, provided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. Burier of Maryland. I do not want to get into an extended debate, but 
I say in answer to the Senator from Idaho, that it is true that in the community- 
property States the proceeds of the labor of the wife, in the form of personal 
property or in the form of investments, come under the domination and control 
of the husband. I say that is a case where the rights of women are being inter- 
fered with seriously. 

Mr. WELKER. If I may reply to the Senator from Maryland, his statement 
shows that he has never read the community-property statue of the State of Idaho. 
The earnings of the wife belong to the wife. 

Mr. Butier of Maryland. My remark was not directed exclusively to the 
State of Idaho, but to the community-property States in general. There are 
certain community-property States in which, even though the money is earned 
solely by the wife, the husband has complete and absolute right to control the 
investment without consulting the wife, who made the earnings originally. 

Mr. WELKER. I may say that was formerly the situation with respect to child 
labor. I remember that the parents could take the earnings of a boy, if he were 
under 12 or 14 years, or whatever the provision may have been as to age. But 
the sovereign States of Idaho and Nevada—and I assume, Maryland—remedied 
that situation by the enactment of corrective State laws. I favor legislation of 
this sort, but I do not want to see the community-property law of the State of 
Idaho ruined—and that would be the effect of what is proposed to be done—unless 
I have a more satisfactory explanation. 
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6 EQUAL RIGHTS 


ONE JOB TO THE FAMILY 


Mr. Matoneg. Mr. President, as a matter of fact, the earnings of the wife 
may be fully protected, but often the wife is at home doing her share of the work 
and counseling or advising, as most wives do, being the heart and center of the 
family life, and as such has no separate earning power at all, 

In some of the States, notably Nevada, property which has been acquired fol- 
lowing a marriage is community property, and whenever it is divided, it is divided 
equally, regardless of any special participation. 

Speaking only as one Member of the Seats. I believe in that method. There 
was no change in the habits of a majority of families until the past 20 years, when 
deliberate planned inflation came along, and couples getting married suddenly 
found that they both had to work in order to eat. 


INFLATION AND TAXES DRIVE MEN TO GOVERNMENT JOBS 


I hope the time will come when a man and a woman with a profession or a job 
can cooperate and make 1 profession, 1 job, or 1 business again support the family. 


IMPOSSIBLE TO CREATE A NEW BUSINESS 


I stated on the floor yesterday that it is impossible for a young couple getting 
married at this time to borrow money and make a capital investment. The 
junior Senator from Idaho is a lawyer; he knows that is correct. There is no 
way in which it can be handled to build up a business under the income-tax laws. 

They must apply to the Senator from Idaho or to the Senator from Nevada for 
a job in the Government service, or get a job with a business or corporation. 
That is about all that is left. It is difficult to support a family, with individual 
income taxes as they are and the inflation now in effect, because we are ap- 
propriating every year billions of dollars more than we know we are going to 
receive. 

Of course, Mr. President, it is utter idiocy, but we are doing it. This is the 
21st year of it, and everyone in the family has to work, including the women and 
the children, since the dollar is worth about 35 cents at the grocery store. 

One salary in many families is not sufficient to provide for a family, so we force 
the wife to earn her own salary and maybe she can keep what there is left after 
paying rent and getting a pair of shoes for the child in school, but there will not 
be much left. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Nevada yield further? 

Mr. Matoneg. I am very happy to yield. 

Mr. WELKER. I do not think we are very far apart on this resolution, but we 
do not have to be very far apart to ruin the effectiveness of it. I take it that 
when the Senator from Nevada and his wife were married, the property he had 
acquired became community property. Regardless of what happened, it was a 
50-50 proposition, the property being half the Senator’s and half the wife’s. 
That is why we call it community property, because it is owned equally by the 
two. 

Mr. Matong. Regardless of whose apparent efforts accumulated the property. 

Mr. We.xer. That is correct. The lady may have earned it by pitching 
bundles onto a threshing machine. 

Mr. Matong. She would have a right to do it. 

Mr. Weiker. Yes. But both the husband and wife own the property 50-50. 
It might be the property acquired by the Senator by gift or bequest. The 
Senator could give away half of the property, if he saw fit. If he did not leave a 
boa the spouse could take only half, and the remainder would go to the heirs 
at law. 

I am in sympathy with the resolution. A lady called me out of the Chamber a 
week or two ago and asked me to support it. I had not had time to study it, 
but she impressed me as being sound. She told me who were the sponsors of 
= resolution, and I said, ‘‘If those persons sponsored it, I shall certainly be 

or it.” 

But what are we going to do with the State statutes? I have heard the Senator 
from Nevada make long speeches on the subject of States’ rights. A husband 
cannot say he is the manager of the estate if he must live under such a consti- 
tutional amendment as this. 
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Mr. Matone. I have the highest regard in the world for my distinguished 
friend from Idaho and I say to him that the courts in the State of Idaho ought to 
be able to decide on the equities between the wife and the husband in case of dis- 
pute as to who is to manage the property. Sometimes there are better managers 
on the woman’s side of the house, 

Mr. WELKER. That is very true in my house. 

Mr. Lona. Mr. President, will the Senator from Nevada yield for a question? 

Mr. Matonge. I yield for a question. 

Mr. Lona. I wonder if the Senator knows that no hearings have been held 
and practically no committee report submitted in connection with this resolution, 
In the report there is simply a brief statement that the purpose is to provide 
equality of rights and that both the Democratic and Republican platforms 
sponsored it. If the resolution would throw out the whole community-property 
system which exists in many States, and if it would have the effect of making 
unconstitutional all laws which have been passed for the protection of the women 
of the Nation, would it not seem that there should have been a careful study of 
the effect which the amendment would have? 

Mr. Matong. I have no quarrel with the distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
with reference to the lack of hearings. However, the matter has been before 
this body for the 6 years that the junior Senator from Nevada has been a Member 
of the Senate. Hearings have been held. 

The Senator from Louisiana is a lawyer who is highly regarded by the National 
Bar Association, and I am sure he understands the operation of the law so far 
as community-property States are concerned. 

If the amendment should be ratified, as I understand there could be no real 
discrimination between the sexes, so far as the property is concerned. In some of 
our States it would make no difference at all. Perhaps the amendment is for 
the purpose of correcting any inequalities there may be left in other States. 


CHANGES THROUGH THREE WORLD WARS 


Mr. President, I have lived through three world wars, having served in the first 
one myself. I have seen many things happen over the past 40 years. The eco- 
nomic condition of both women and men has radically changed during that time. 
Before the First World War there were few disabled men, and most women were 
married. 

The First World War started the change. Many men returned from it disabled, 
sick, or mentally upset. The hospitals are still filled with them. Many of those 
who were not injured sufficiently to prevent marriage were handicapped in making 
a living. There were 4% million men in the First World War. There were ap- 
proximately 12 to 14 million men in the Second World War. In the Korean war, 
which has been called a police action, there are many wounded soldiers coming 
home. The wounded and sick men look the same to me as did those who came 
back from World War I or World War II. 

This condition has brought about a situation where many more women are now 
working and not always from choice. 


WOMEN BREADWINNERS 


Many women are making a living for their families. They are supporting their 
parents or their children. A woman may be earning a living supporting a husband 
whose health has broken, perhaps because he had a shot of gas in the First World 
War, as happened so many times, and he may be home, unable to support his 
ot There are hundreds of thousands of such workingwoman in the United 

tates. 

Mr. President, they are entitled to all the rights of a man who is making the 
living. That is the real core of the question. The proposed amendment to the 
Constitution would give equal rights to such women. 

Many waitresses, stenographers, and businesswoman do not work by choice. 
They may claim they do, but that is a defense, a coverup. 

They work because they have to work. Why deny them equal rights under the 
Constitution because they have grown up under a yen that has been in existence 
175 years, and is long overdue for an overhauling? 

There are many capable lawyers in the United States, such as the junior Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. Long] and the junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. Welker], who 
will take their part in fitting such an amendment into the State laws. 
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A NATION OF WORKINGWOMEN 


I close by saying that the real reason I am for the amendment is that the United 
States has become a nation of workingwomen. The condition has arisen by 
reason of three world wars and because of the disability of men in families, or 
who would have been in families if they had not been injured or contracted 
disease. Many girls are single and working because the man they planned to 
marry was killed or injured by 1 of the 3 wars. Then through deliberate inflation 
during 20 years—we are now in our 21st year and are still at it—one salary is not 
sufficient to support a family. In Washington, as in all other cities of America, 
working wives are now commonplace, where before the First World War they were 
exceptions. 

The wife says, “Just as soon as we get on our feet, and junior gets a little older, 
and we get some of our debts paid, I will quit working.” But the women never 
quit working, because Congress makes it a little worse each year by continually 
going for the deficit financing and making the dollar buy less and less. 

Mr. Payne. Mr. President, will the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. Matone. I yield. 


WOMEN AND THE SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT 


Mr. Payne. Can the distinguished Senator from Nevada advise me whether, 
if the proposed amendment to the Constitution were adopted, women would be 
subject to the provisions of the Selective Service Act and the draft? 

Mr. Matone. Women would be subject to whatever Congress saw fit to subject 
them to, as is now the case. 

In the First World War, the United States had no women in the armed services. 
In World War II women became a part of the Armed Forces. 

Congress recognized the position of women in the Armed Forces by reason of 
what they were able to do, just as it would recognize the distinguished Senator 
from Maine for what he could do, if he were to be drafted into the armed services. 
It is not beyond the realm of possibility, if the United States continues its present 
foreign policy, that the junior Senator from Maine and the junior Senator from 
Nevada might be drafted. 

All of us carried draft cards during World War II. What would we do if we 
were sent to the frontlines at our ages. The Senator from Maine and the Senator 
from Nevada would be given suitable work to do, just exactly as is being done 
today in the case of doctors. The Armed Forces take a certain number of doctors 
because they are trained to do certain things. 

I sat with the War Production Board in Washington in 1943 and 1944 as a 
special consultant to the Senate Committee on Military Affairs. I was not then 
in the Senate. It was arranged, upon the direction of Congress, that a sufficient 
number of miners should be recalled. I believe 6,000 miners were recalled from 
the armed services. 

The complaint was made at the time of their induction that the mines would 
be closed. It was necessary to return the men to keep the mines open. It is not 
possible to train a miner in 6 months; it requires 3 or 4 years. 

Congress said: ‘‘As long as you work in the mines, you will be on furlough. 
When you stop working in the mines, you will be returned to the Army.” 

Why were they returned from the armed services? Because they knew the 
special work in mines. 

So I say to the Senator from Maine that Congress and the Executive have 
control. We will not send women into jobs they cannot handle, any more than 
we would send men into jobs for which they were not qualified. 

If the distinguished Senator from Maine has served in the Army, he knows 
that to be true. What does one do when he is drafted into the Army or volunteers 
his services? I volunteered in 1917. The Army looks over the man and puts 
him where it can use him, not where he wants to go. 

So the process begins with the captain and continues through the lieutenant, 
sergeant, and corporal. The corporal is the boss in the last analysis unless the 
man is promoted over his head. ‘hat does he do if he thinks the man is fit only 
for digging a ditch? He sends the man out to dig a ditch. If the captain snaps 
him up and says, “‘I want this man for a special job,” that is where the man goes. 

I do not know whether that is a sufficient answer for the Senator. I mean to 
say that anyone, man or woman, who serves in the Armed Forces will be assigned 
to whatever is thought best for him or her to do. 

I do not believe there is any problem at all concerning the Armed Forces with 
respect to the proposed amendment to the Constitution. I am for the amend- 
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ment principally and basically because the scene in the last 35 years has changed, 
so far as women are concerned. Women are working, if not from choice, from 
necessity, and are entitled to their place in the sun. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. Matone. I yield. 

Mr. Wetxer. The Senator from Nevada made a statement which I should like 
him to clarify. He has stated he favors the amendment. I understand that 
before the Senate at present is the Hayden amendment. Does the Senator mean 
he favors that amendment? 

Mr. Matone. I do not favor the Hayden amendment, because I think ex- 
perience shows that if it is agreed to it will mean the defeat of the joint resolution. 

We tried it that way. No one raised his voice against the amendment last 
time because we were not prepared for it. 

Mr. Wetker. Does the Senator mean that if States desire to protect their 
property rights, as assured to them heretofore by their legislatures, they will be 
permitted to do so? 

Mr. Matone. No. If there is an amendment in the Constitution, whether 
a tax amendment or an equal rights amendment, or any other amendment, and a 
State were permitted to pass a law to exclude itself from the operation of the 
amendment, I do not think the amendment would make much sense. 

Mr. We txker. I do not believe that is the intent of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Hayden], as I heard it stated. 

Mr. Matone. I think that is the effect of it. 

Mr. Wevxker. I appreciate the remarks made by the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada with respect to the necessity for women to work and with respect 
to their achievements in the Armed Forces. 

Mr. Matone. Congress brought that about. Congress put women to work. 
Because of inflation during the last 21 years, more and more women have gone to 
work to add her earning power so the family can eat, and go to school. 

Mr. Wevker. I would be happy to have the Senator from Nevada tell me 
how, by virtue of the passage of the joint resolution, women would be kept from 
working. It is about time to begin saving money, instead of passing legislation 
that will increase inflation. 

Mr. Matone. I do not believe Congress will start saving the taxpayers money, 
after hearing the debates so far this year. 

I had expected great things of Congress this year, but I do not expect them any 
longer. I believe the Congress is going ahead exactly as it has been doing for the 
last 20 years. I do not expect the Congress to stop inflation. 


Mr. Matone. Mr. Chairman, I thank the committee for the 
opportunity to express my views, and to voice the hope that your 
committee may act promptly on this importaat proposed legislation. 

Senator Kerauver. We have some statements here. First is the 
statement of Senator Martin of Pennsylvania. 

(The statement of Hon. Edward Martin, United States Senator 
from the State of Pennsylvania, is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR EDWARD MARTIN 


Mr. Chairman, I am prevented by the conflict of another meeting from ap- 
pearing personally before the committee this morning on Senate Joint Resolution 
39, to amend the Constitution relative to equal rights for men and women. 

I have been a cosponsor on this resolution, with the senior Senator from Mary- 
land, since it was first introduced in the Senate. I have supported it, when in 
previous Congresses, the resolution has reached the Senate floor for action. I 
am glad the committee has seen fit to call this hearing, so that we may again 
get the wheels of progress moving in behalf of what I believe is an inevitable and 
desirable action. 

Just as woman’s suffrage was slow and hard to come by, so the equal rights 
amendment will be. Just as woman’s suffrage was another forward step on the 
road of progress, so this amendment will be another such step. 

I have heard the arguments that such an amendment to the Constitution will 
endanger certain protections under the law which women now enjoy. I do not 
believe such arguments have foundation. This amendment would give to women 
equality under the Constitution. It takes nothing away. but it will make possible 
and probable equal opportunity for all our citizens regardless of sex. 
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The great contribution which women have made and are making to our na- 
tional strength and welfare, in all lines of endeavor and in all professions—makes 
the clarification of their legal position necessary and imperative. 

It is my hope that we will in this Congress be given the opportunity to take 
favorable action on Senate Joint Resolution 39—so that women everywhere 
in our Nation will be given the chance to express their views—when it comes up 
for ratification and implementation in their own States. 


f I — you for this opportunity to speak forth in favor of Senate Joint Resolu- 
ion 39. 


Senator Kerauver. We have a letter from the Senator from 
Maryland, Mr. Butler, in support of the resolution, which will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 


(The letter of Senator Butler and statement is as follows:) 


Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
April 11, 1956. 
Hon. Estes KEFravuveER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Senator: This morning the Subcommittee on Constitutional Amend- 
ments of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, of which you are chairman, 
will hold hearings on Senate Joint Resolution 39, the so-called equal rights amend- 
ment. 

The women of America have assumed a rightful and increasing responsibility 
for citizenship which has now become an integral part of our way of life. Their 
contribution to this great Nation’s leadership in domestic and world affairs can- 
not be denied. Certainly, we should not deny our women compatriots the basic 
equality of rights to which they are so justly entitled. As chief sponsor of Senate 
Joint Resolution 39, I urge the subcommittee to give the most careful considera- 
tion to this important question with the view of recommending prompt, favorable 
action to the full committee. 

In order to save the valuable time of the subcommittee I request that the 
detailed statement of my views as to the need for this amendment to our Con- 
stitution, as recorded in the Congressional Record for July 16, 1953, be made 
a part of the record before this subcommittee. 

With best wishes and highest regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 
United States Senator. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, AS IT APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL ReEcorpD, JuLy 16, 1953. 


Mr. Butter of Maryland. Mr. President, on February 25, 1953, 23 of my 
colleagues joined with me in sponsoring Senate Joint Resolution 49, which pro- 
poses an amendment to the Constitution of the United States to provide an equal- 
ity of rights for women. 

This amendment has the endorsement of 30 national women’s organizations 
with a total membership of at least 7 million women. These millions of taxpaying, 
voting individuals are definite in their present support of equality under the law. 

The results of the very recent national election have revealed conclusively that 
our women compatriots have assumed an ever-increasing role of cooperation and 
effectiveness. The weight of their accomplishments cannot be minimized. Presi- 
dent Eisenhower has already recognized these worthy and important efforts 
through the appointment of outstanding women to Federal posts. 

The women of America have thus assumed a rightful and increasing responsi- 
bility for citizenship which has now become an integral part of our way of life. 
Their contribution to this great Nation’s leadership in domestic and world affairs 
cannot be denied. 

A study of the 1950 census will indicate that the population of this great Nation 
now comprises approximately 54 percent women and 46 percent men. Certainly, 
with all these facts before us, we cannot deny our women compatriots the basic 
equality of rights to which they are entitled. 

The amendment which my colleague and I have presented is very short, and I 
shall read it for the Record. It provides as follows: 


‘Equal rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United States 
or by any State on account of sex.” 
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Mr. President, this amendment has been favorably and unanimously reported 
by the Committee on the Judiciary and is now the unfinished business of the 
Senate. The purpose of the amendment is to provide that equality of rights under 
the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any State by 
reason of sex. 

Both the Republican and Democratie Parties in their platforms at their most 
recent conventions urged the adoption of this proposed constitutional amendment. 

Mr. President, it is strange, indeed, that in this great Republic or in any other 
republic it should be necessary to have to claim equal rights for our women citi- 
zens. Woman’s plight under existing law, Mr. President, is a carryover from the 
English common law. In 1789, at the time of the adoption of the Constitution of 
the United States, the several States adopted as their own the common law of 
England, so far as it was not incompatible with their local situations. The legal 
existence of women under the common law was merged in that of her husband. 
As has been very aptly said by Blackstone, the husband and wife are one, and that 
one is the husband. 

Mr. President, I had great hope that with the adoption of the 14th amendment 
and the 19th amendment the United States Supreme Court would follow up its 
earlier decision and remove the existing discrimination against women, but in the 
West Coast Hotel Co. case (300 U. 8. 379), a minimum wage law for women was 
upheld, whereas a similar statute in the District of Columbia had been declared 
to be unconstitutional as contravening the right of contract. 

So, Mr. President, there is a sharp division of opinion in the Supreme Court 
of the United States which points up the necessity of a constitutional amendment 
if the problem is to be adequately solved. It is the contention of our women— 
and I think they are completely correct in their contention—that if it is wrong for 
a woman to work under unfavorable conditions, it is likewise wrong for a man to 
be compelled to work under such conditions, and that if it is wrong for a woman 
to work long hours, it is equally wrong for a man to work such hours. 

Mr. President, as I have said, the 14th and 19th amendments are completely 
inadequate to remove the glaring discrepancies and discriminations against our 
women citizens. Our women believe that any discrimination, even though it 
be in their favor, is nevertheless a discrimination and will, in the long run, produce 
an undesirable effect upon their status. 

Under the laws of the several States there are many instances of the rights of 
women being inferior to those of men. For example, the right of the father, 
under the laws of most of our States, is superior to that of the mother. Under 
the laws of several States, in fact, I think, in most of the States, the husband has 
the right to the services of his wife and has a right to sue anyone who injures his 
wife, thereby interrupting those services. 

We all know that women are under certain employment restrictions which I 
think should be removed, and which it is the purpose of this amendment to remove. 

Mr. President, a great deal has been said in years passed to the effect that if 
such an amendment should be adopted it would seriously interfere with the com- 
munity property laws of the 8 States which have such laws. 

Mr. President, I do not think that is true. The general principle of commu- 
nity property is that any property taken into the marriage by the husband or 
the wife remains the absolute property of each and is subject to control of the 
spouse owning the property at the time of the union. 

Community property, strictly speaking, is that which has been accumulated 
during the time of coverture. Certainly, under the community property laws of 
our States, the personal community property of the married couple is subject 
to the exclusive and absolute control of the husband. Indeed, in many States 
the same is true as to real property. There certainly can be no harm to women 
by putting them in control, on equal terms with their husbands, of property which 
they and their husbands have accumulated over the years of their marriage and 
by their joint efforts. 

It is also true under the community property laws of some States that com- 
munity property may be taken to satisfy a judgment recorded against the hus- 
band which arose out of litigation having nothing whatever to do with the com- 
munity property nor the accumulation of the community property. 

Mr. President, I can see no ill result in giving to women an equal right over 
that which they have accumulated over the years in connection with their spouses. 

The result of the very recent national election, as I have said, has revealed 
conclusively that our women have assumed an ever-increasing role of cooper- 
ation and effectiveness. The weight of their accomplishments cannot be mini- 
mized. President Eisenhower has already recognized this by appointing women 
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to some important Federal posts. The women of America have assumed an in- 
creasing responsibility of citizenship which has become an integral part of our 
way of life in this great Republic. 

Their contributions to this great Nation’s leadership in domestic and foreign 
affairs cannot be denied. In the light of these facts, it is my considered feeling, 
which is shared by many others, that the women of the United States are entitled 
to equality of rights under the law. 

Senator Kerauver. And any other letters in support of this 
resolution will be printed in the appendix, or any other statements. 

Now, who will be our first witness in support of Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 39? 

Senator Lancrr. Mrs. Jackson. 

Senator Kerauver. Mrs. Jackson, come around and let us identify 
you. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. JEAN JACKSON, NATIONAL WOMEN’S 
PARTY 


Senator Kerauver. Mrs. Jackson, will you state your full name. 

Mrs. Jackson. Mrs. Jean Jackson, a member of the National 
Women’s Party, who proposed this. And we thought since we had 
such short notice and no time to prepare, that we would like to have 
another chance to make a statement, or you can report it out of the 
committee and the next time you can add it. 

Senator Kerauver. We want to give you an opportunity to be 
heard. And, of course, any statements that were made previously 
or any new statements that you or the officer of the Women’s Party 
wish to present, will be put in the record. But suppose we continue 
the hearing on Senate Joint Resolution.39 over until—— 

Mrs. Jackson. Mr. Chairman, it was your suggestion—— 

Senator Kerauver. At the same time, 10:30 on Friday morning. 
That will give you an opportunity of bringing in any witnesses who 
wish to be heard. 

Mrs. Jackson. I am afraid that we wouldn’t be able to do it on 
such short notice. And I think your suggestion that it be reported 
out of committee and then the testimony submitted is a good one. 

Senator Kerauver. All right, Mrs. Jackson, suppose we do this: 
At 10:30 on Friday morning you or someone of the others interested 
in the resolution will designate to the chairman at that time the 
statements in the records of previous Congresses that you would like to 
have included in the record at that time, and they will be so incorpo- 
rated. And it may be that by that time other witnesses and other 
Senators will desire to file statements. So that rather than close the 
hearing on Senate Joint Resolution 39 this morning, we will leave it 
open for further consideration on Friday morning at 10:30. Is that 
satisfactory? 

Mrs. Jackson. Yes, although I thought your suggestion before the 
meeting that we could use the last one with the testimony given then 
and report it out of the committee, and later add to it in a certain 
length of time or anything else—I thought that was a good suggestion. 

(Mrs. Emma Guffey Miller subsequently appeared to testify on 
April 13, 1956, as a representative of the National Woman’s Party.) 

Senator Kerauver. Actually it is rather short notice for this ones 
ing today, and it is possible that there might be witnesses who will 
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want to come in to testify orally. And I think it probably would be 
better not to take any action today that would preclude them from 
doing so. So we will follow that procedure. 

Here is a letter of April 11, 1956, from Isabella J. Jones, chairman 
of the national legislation committee of the National Federation of 
Business and Professional Women’s Clubs, Inc., requesting a period 
of 10 days to file a statement in support of Senate Joint Resolution 
39. The letter will be filed, but I will ask Mr. Smithey to contact 
them and see if they can’t submit their statement at an earlier date. 

(The letter referred to is as follows and the statement was subse- 
quently submitted and is incorporated within this hearing.) 

Tue NATIONAL FEDERATION OF BusINEsS 


AND PROFESSIONAL WOMEN’s C.iUvups, INc., 


Washington, D. C., April 11, 1956. 
Hon. Estes KEFravuver, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Constitutional Amendments, 
United States Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Washington, D 

Dear SENATOR Keravuver: The National Federation of Business and Profes- 
sional Women’s Clubs, Inc., respectfully requests a period of 10 days’ time to file 
a statement in support of Senate Joint Resolution 39, proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States, relative to equal rights for men and 
women. The reason for this request is that the Federation received no notice of 
hearings scheduled today (April 11, 1956) on Senate Joint Resolution 39, and 
would be unaware of the scheduled hearings, except for the notice which appeared 
in this morning’s newspaper, in the Senate calendar of the day’s activities. 

The National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs, Inc., 
is comprised of approximately 165,000 women actively engaged in business and 
the professions, organized into 3,100 clubs. Accredited delegates from the clubs 
and State federations in the 48 States, Washington, D. C., Alaska, and Hawaii, 
at our national biennial convention held in St. Louis in 1954, voted support for 
the equal rights amendment to the United States Constitution. Our active 
support has been given to Senate Joint Resolution 39, introduced by Senator 
Butler, of Maryland, on February 8, 1955, with 27 cosponsors; and it will be much 


appreciated if we are given the opportunity to support this resolution further. 
Respectfully yours, 


IsaABELLA J. JONES, 
Chairman, National Legislation Committee. 

Senator Kerauver. Are there any other letters? 

Mr. Smiruey. I have an additional inquiry from the General Fed- 
eration of Women’s Clubs also requesting 10 days within which to file 
their statement, sir. — 

Senator Kerauver. Will you advise them that we would like to 
have their statements as soon as possible, and they will be incorporated. 
(Genevieve H. Oslund subsequently appeared to testify on April 13, 
1956, as a representative of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs). 

Senator Lancer. Do I understand that they will appear at 10:30 on 
the poll tax and also on this women’s rights? 

Senator Krerauver. That is correct. The chairman of the sub- 
committee has designated Senator Langer to act as chairman of the 
subcommittee on Friday morning. 

Senator Lancer. I would like to have all the people who are going 
to testify in by that time, Mr. Smithey, if there is any way you can 
get them in. Today is only Wednesday. They have had 2 days to 
get ready. They have had this matter under advisement for years. 
And we can use some of the testimony that they gave previously. 


Mr. Smiruey. You are referring now to Senate Joint Resolution 39, 
Senator? 
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Senator Lancer. Yes. I would like to get rid of these things, Mr. 
Chairman, instead of delaying them and delaying them and delaying 
them. I would like to get action on them. 

Senator Kerauver. I think Senator Langer is right. They have 
to run the gamut of the full committee here, the full committee of the 
House, and the House and theSenate. So it is important, I think 

Senator Lancer. There is another reason. This Congress may 
adjourn July 1—it may go to the 31st, but it may adjourn earlier this 
year because of the election and the conventions. And if we are going 
to take action in the Senate, then it has got to go to the House, and we 
may be in the same position we have been in in previous years, where 
the House adjourned without taking action. Therefore I think you 
would want to get action as rapidly as possible. 

Mrs. Jackson. As soon as possible. 

Senator Kerauver. With Senator Langer acting as the chairman of 
the subcommittee he will do everything possible to get both hearings 
terminated as quickly as possible. If for some reason some witness 
cannot get here on Friday because of the shortness of notice, we will 
make an effort to accommodate them. 

Mrs. Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Senator Krrauver. The hearing will now be recessed until Friday 
morning, at 10:30. 

(Whereupon, at 1 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene 
at 10:30 a. m., Friday, April 13, 1956.) 
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FRIDAY, APRIL 13, 1956 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SudBCOMMITTEE ON CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS 
OF THE COMM:TTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:30 a. m., in room 
424, Senate Office Building, Senator William Langer presiding. 

Present: Senator Langer. 

Also present: Wayne H. Smithey, member, professional staff. 

Senator Langer. The meeting will come to order. 

This is a continuation of a hearing presided over by Senator 
Kefauver, and since he is unavoidably absent, he has asked me to be 
chairman of the subcommittee for the purposes of this hearing today. 

I understand, Mrs. St. George, that you wish to testify. 

Go right ahead, please, Mrs. St. George. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KATHARINE ST. GEORGE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 28TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mrs. St. GeorGe. Mr. Chairman, I have been a Member of Con- 
gress for 10 years, and during that time my work in the Congress has 
been principally on Post Office and Civil Service Committees, and I 
have been also on Government Operations. 

I represent the 28th Congressional District of New York, which is 
just outside of the city, and stretches almost to Binghamton. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you, Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. St. Gzorcr. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to thank you 
and the committee for. giving me this opportunity to testify on the 
so-called equal rights amendment. I have been the chief sponsor of 
this amendment in the House of Representatives for the last 8 years, 
and it is known in the House as House Resolution 82, and I am proud 
and happy to tell you that at the present time we have 222 sponsors 
to the amendment in the House, which is more than we have ever had. 

Now, @ great deal has been made of this amendment which, in 
reality, seems to me to be a very simple one, indeed, one that should 
be easily understood. 

I shall read it again: 

Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of sex. Congress and the several States shall 
have power within their respective jurisdictions to enforce this article by appro- 
priate legislation. 

Section 2. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been ratified 
as an amendment to the Constitition by the legislatures of three-fourths of the 
several States; and 


Section 3. This amendment shall take effect 1 year after the date of ratifica- 
tion. 
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Now, what is taken away by these words, because we are constantly 
being told that there are certain rights that will be taken away? It 
seems to me, absolutely nothing. All it does is to bring the Constitu- 
tion up to date by adding the word “sex” to the original ‘‘race, creed 
or color,” that appears elsewhere in our much-vaunted laws against 
discrimination. 

Now, someone will say, “Why do we need this amendment?” 

Because the Constitution’s provisions are framed in the language 
of English common law, and under that common law which, as we all 
know, is very ancient indeed, women have no citizens’ rights what- 
soever. The 14th and 15th amendments give equal protection and 
political rights to all persons, citizens, regardless of race; yet the 
effect of court decisions has been to exempt women in certain of their 
applications. 

The 19th amendment in 1920 gave women the right to vote, but 
did not alleviate the legal results of the denials of their other citizens’ 
rights and responsibilities. 

Laws in many of the States prohibit women from engaging in busi- 
ness without their husbands’ consent, grant the father preference in 
children’s guardianship, provide different bases for divorce, discrim- 
inate against widows, capriciously protect some workingwomen, 
relegate women to inferior roles despite the responsibilities they 
must assume in the modern world. 

In the absence of a constitutional amendment, what the State 
legislature gives this year it can take away next year. 

Jury service is still denied women in some States, and there are 
separate provisions for qualifying women jurors in several States. 

Court sanction, and in some cases the husband’s written consent, 
are necessary before a wife may go into independent business in some 
of our States. 

Married women are treated unequally in all community-property 
States, while provisions vary in general, the husband may will one- 
half of the property, the wife may not. Management and control of 
property are vested in the husband, and the husband—but not the 
wife—may contract against it. 

Husbands may spend or dispose of community property, while the 
wife has no redress. 

I would like to add, Mr. Chairman, that this does not apply to all 
the community-property States, but that it does apply to some— 
many, in fact. 

Widows’ rights are inferior to widowers’ in many States, including 
that of title to real estate, personal property, and the right to real 
property. 

Restrictive work laws for women only, minimum hours, wages and 
conditions of work applying to women only serve to make employment 
of women a matter of additional reports to employers—or for em- 
ployers—and hence, in times of depressed employment, this serves as 
a hardship to womea workers, end I would like to bring out a point 
that I have mentioned very often: we hear a great deal about this 
protective legislation. 

One of these great protections is that women are not permitted to 
run elevators after the hour of 11 o’clock or midnight. That is sup- 
posed to protect them. Nevertheless, as you gentlemen well know, 
and ladies, too, there is no protection for women who work in offices 
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cleaning and so forth, at all hours of the night and in the early morn- 
ing, so it is simply discriminating against women for good jobs and 
putting them in a rather inferior position in the labor market. 

The amendment will preserve States rights. States may still 
legislate under their police powers on health, welfare, and civil 
matters. 

The only proviso is that the laws shall apply to citizens, without 
regard to sex. 

This amendment has been adopted and sponsored by many organ- 
izations, among others the General Federation of Women’s Clubs; 
the National Association of Negro Business & Professional Women’s 
Clubs, Inc.; the National Association of Women Lawyers; the Na- 
tional Federation of Business & Professional Women’s Clubs, Inc., 
and the National Women’s Party. 

Mr. Arthur Schlessigner, professor of history at Harvard University, 
and who is scarcely classed as a reactionary, has this to say about the 
amendment: 


Many well-meaning persons have opposed the equal rights amendment on the 
ground that it would deprive women of special statutory protection in industry. 
In recent years, however, legislation has extended to men wage earners most of 
the advantages earlier granted exclusively to women, hence no substantial objec- 
tion of a practical character remains for treating the two groups of workers dif- 
ferently, whereas the principles of democracy require that they should be treated 
alike. For these, as well as for other, reasons, | favor the proposed amendment. 

There is a much deepér reason for the activity against the amend- 
ment than the reasons given by its opponents today. Their crocodile 
tears over the rights they do not want women to have are absurd 
anyway. How can granting equal rights take away any rights under 
the law? There are many men today who fear the competition of 
women in the labor market. They smilingly tell you that they are 
strongly against equal rights, but wholeheartedly for equal pay for 
equal work. This is like saying you can walk in the rain bareheaded 
and not get wet. Women will never obtain equal pay for equal work 
until they are equal citizens under the Constitution. 

It is therefore excellent strategy to prevent the passage of the 
amendment by Congress, and its submission to the states for ratifica- 
tion is the front behind which equal pay for equal work remains a 
pious hope, and nothing more. 

Why should equal rights take away any special rights necessary for 
women, any more than they are taken from veterans, members of the 
Armed Forces, the blind, the indigent, the sick, the insane, and 
numerous other citizens, men, women, and children, for whom special 
legislation has been passed, and will continue to be passed whenever 
it is found necessary to do so? 

Now, Mr. Chairman, might I point out that the words ‘“women’’ 
and ‘female’ do not occur anywhere in this amendment. It simply 
says equal for both sexes. Both sexes should, in the modern world, 
have equal rights under the Constitution—no more, no less. 

That equality will in no way affect special legislation needed for 
special cases, any more than equality in the past has affected the laws 
pertaining to the many various groups of citizens that have been 
mentioned earlier. 

Mr. Chairman, what we ask is if there is an objection to this amend- 
ment from the people of our country, that they be at least given the 
opportunity to say so. This amendment has got to be submitted to 





18 EQUAL RIGHTS 


the States for ratification. The fact that we allow it to be submitted 
does not make its passage certain, and I think those of us who support 
the amendment are certainly willing to abide by the decision of the 
United States, and of its people; but we would like to be given that 
opportunity—no more, no less. 

For that reason, I am testifying this morning before your very dis- 
tinguished committee, and I thank you for that opportunity. 

May I say, Mr. Chairman, that I took over the sponsorship and 
work on this amendment after the death of my colleague, Mr. Robison, 
of Kentucky, who died just after I arrived here, and who had already 
sponsored the amendment up to that time. Since then, as I said 
a we have received a good deal of support in the House, and 

ave come up this year with the biggest support we have ever had. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you, Mrs. St. George. 

Who is our next witness on the equal rights amendment? 

Mr. Smiter. Mrs. Emma Guffey Miller, chairman, National 
Women’s Party, and national committeewoman, Democratic Party, 
Pennsylvania. 

Mrs. Mituer. Do you mind if I rise and speak? 

Senator Lancer. We are glad to have you rise, or sit; anything you 
want, Mrs. Miller. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EMMA GUFFEY MILLER, CHAIRMAN, NA- 
TIONAL WOMEN’S PARTY, AND NATIONAL COMMITTEEWOMAN, 
DEMOCRATIC PARTY, PENNSYLVANIA 


Mrs. Miuuer. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know how many times I 
have come here to argue for equality of women before law. 

Senator LANGER. I remember the last 15 years you have been here. 

Mrs. Mituer; Yes, I have been here, and as long as the good Lord 
gives me a voice, I shall be here; but I don’t think it will be very much 
longer, Mr. Chairman, because every year the opposition decreases, 
because we have answered all their arguments right straight through. 

Organizations that formerly were opposed are now either in favor 
of it or they are withdrawing their opposition, just as the number of 
prominent persons have withdrawn their opposition. 

I think what Representative St. George said covers almost every 
phase of this, but I would like to take just a few moments to give you 
a few more items in that regard. 

Now, you know justice is always pictured as a woman, but she is 
blindfolded. I think half of the courthouses of the country, the 
courthouses in Pennsylvania, have a picture or a mural back of the 
judge’s seat, with a woman holding even scales, and blindfolded. 

Well, it is very fine that a woman should be pictured as the epitomy 
of justice, but isn’t it a little odd to think that so many women are 
blindfolded? And now, we are asking you to take the bandage off 
the eyes of the women who have voluntarily, if mistakenly, blindfolded 
themselves. 

During the last war, your former colleague, Senator Harley Kilgore, 
called me from California. He was out there on some labor mission 
of the Government, on a committee, and he said, “You know, the 
League of Women Voters has been opposed to the equal rights amend- 
ment, but they have agreed that during the war the women shall be 
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allowed to work a little longer, and then after the war they were to go 
back to their old hours and old jobs, which didn’t pay them very 
much.” 

Well, the same thing happened in Pennsylvania. We had to change 
the law in order to help win the war, to let the women work longer 
during the war, and the bill read: 


* * * and for 6 months after the finish of the war. 


What happened? Why, one of the most prominent labor leaders 
rushed to the Governor, it was Governor Duff, as I recall, at the time, 
and now Senator, and wanted that provision killed immediately, and 
why? Because, just as Mrs. St. George said, there are some men 
afraid of the women in industry. 

You remember, we had the women doctors in the war, and had to 
have a special ruling to let them collect their salaries, because the 
Comptroller General said they didn’t come under the Constitution. 

Well, the women were free during the war, and then after the war 
they were no longer free. If they stayed, it had to be on a special 
ruling. Of course, in the Army that was. But if they tried to stay 
in their former jobs, they were no longer permitted to, because of the 
restriction of hours. 

We have even had women in Congress to oppose the amendment. 
I don’t think there are many now, and why should a woman in 
Congress, who has every right that every male Congressman has, 
oppose this amendment? That has always been a mystery to me. 

Oh, they say, ‘‘We know there are a thousand and one discrimina- 
tions, but we will get rid of them State by State.”’ 

May I call to your mind that just as Mrs. St. George said, that 
what one legislature can do, another can undo. We have that in 
my own State of Pennsylvania, the Teacher Tenure Act. That act 
has scarcely ever been safe from the men who do not want the women 
teachers to have the same opportunities. 

Now, there are among these restrictions some very foolish ones, of 
course. Everyone will agree. For instance, in South Carolina a 
woman’s father bought her a nice trousseau a few years ago. She 
started away with the bridegroom. There was a wreck, a fire, the 
trousseau was destroyed. The husband sued the railroad company 
for the loss of his wife’s trousseau. He was given a good sum of 
money and he kept it—his wife’s trousseau, it didn’t belong to him. 

Just recently in Arizona a woman bought a parrot. I guess the 
parrot had been brought up on the waterfront, from the language it 
used. She got rid of it. The husband went to court, then the court 
decided it was communal property, for the woman had to endure the 
oaths of the parrot. 

In Michigan, a woman wanted to be stylish, so she had her hair 
bobbed. The husband sued the barber, and collected because his 
wife’s hair belonged to him. 

Now, those are amusing things. They are irritating, of course, but 
suppose a woman in New York keeps a boardinghouse and has a 
drunken husband. He is allowed to collect the money that she has 
worked hard to earn. 

Mrs. St. George has talked about the women trying to get, or to 
start independent businesses, and having to get the consent of the 
husband, although the husband may not be working at all, and may 
want the livelihood that his wife brings in. 
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I had a friend in New York a few years ago that wanted to put a 
new roof on her house, and she had to go to court and ask the court, 
and her husband had to go to court to ask the court to permit his wife 
to put a new roof on his house. That was repealed, Mr. Chairman, 
but it took years to do it, and, as for protective legislation—what do 
you want to protect? 

Well, they say nightwork. Yes; but, Mr. Chairman, they don’t 
protect the district nurses that go out at night ; no—because one of the 
men who is opposed to the equal rights amendment may need that 
district nurse in his family. 

Nor do they protect the charwoman, who has to lug a heavy pail 
of water and a mop up and down the back stairs of buildings. 

All these things, Mr. Chairman, are certainly not giving women the 
opportunity they should have. 

The present situation in many States is just like it is in Connecticut. 
There, a few years ago, a number of young women started an orchestra 
and they were most successful. They were invited to go all over the 
State and play in the evenings at nightclubs. One of them invested 
$600 in a harp. What happened? Why, the men musicians felt so 
so sorry for these women that they had a law passed that they couldn’t 
work after 10 o’clock at night which, of course, took away their live- 
lihood, and the poor girl that bought the harp for $600 is now waiting 
to play it in the celestial skies. 

This is bound to come, Mr. Chairman. I don’t care how much 
opposition there is to it. 

I am reminded of what happened in the suffrage campaign, or cam- 
paigns, which we had to carry on for so many years. 

Do you find anyone now that is proud of the fact that they were 
antisuffragist? Do you find any women, or the children of any anti- 
suffragists who now say, ‘Mother or grandmother was an anti- 
suffragist’’? 

I was very much amused at an article written about a prominent 
woman who died in Pittsburgh a few years ago, and who was one of 
the leading antisuffragists. When it came to publishing her biography, 
the sons asked that they please omit from the biography the fact that 
mother was an antisuffragist. 

Well, some day we are going to see that same thing here, Mr. 
Chairman. We are going to see that the people who have appeared 
will regret it, or their children will be ashamed of it, because all we 
are asking for is equal justice, Mr. Chairman. 

Day before yesterday, in Holland—and I cut this from the New 
York Times—the women in Holland have finally won equal financial 
status in Holland. 

Well, it’s about time we beat the Dutch and give our women not 
merely equal financial status, but equality under the law. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that with millions and milllions of 
women working—and the number is increasing yearly—that those 
women should be allowed to decide their own fate. They should be 
given the equal opportunity that every man has, whether he is a miner, 
a farmer, or a banker. Every man has that equal opportunity before 
the law, and equal rights before the law, and is it now time that we 
gave it to our women? 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Lancer. Mrs. Miller, I just want to say that every time 
you appear, you give a better speech. 

Mrs. Mitter. Thank you very much. 

Well, I suppose it is because I feel it more every time. 

If we have to come again, and I can still talk, 1 will be here and I 
hope to do better. 

Now, I would like to call one of our doctor representatives, who has 
patients waiting for her, Dr. Andrews, representing the Women’s 
Doctors. Dr. Andrews. 

Senator Lancer. Take all the time you want; we have all the time 
in the world, and there is no hurry. 


STATEMENT OF DR. ELLA F. ANDREWS, AMERICAN WOMEN’S 
MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 


Dr. ANprEws. How do you do, Mr. Chairman. 

I am here representing the American Women’s Medical Association. 

We want to reaffirm our stand in that we are for this amendment. 
We understand that there are privileges that the men have that we 
do not have. We want those privileges, and we want the respon- 
sibilities to go with the privileges, and that is our stand. 

We have felt that way before, and we still feel that way. 

Mr. SmirHey. May we have your address, please, Dr. Andrews? 

Dr. ANprEws. Dr. Ella F. Andrews, 10314 Naglee Road, Silver 
Spring, Md. 

Mrs. Miuuer. Mr. Chairman, I have here a number of endorsements 
which I will leave with you. 

As you know, your party has endorsed this amendment four 
times, and my party has endorsed it three times. 

Senator Lancer. You are a Democrat and I am a Republican. 

Mrs. Miuuer. And here we are, fighting for the same rights. 

The only people running for office that 1 know of who didn’t run on 
the platforms no longer remain in Congress. 

Now, we have here a letter from Gerald D. Morgan, special counsel 
to the Pr esident, and he says that the President ran on the platform, 
President Eisenhower, and accepted it because he ran on the Repub- 
lican platform; he never denied it. 

This is a letter, quite a long letter, but it is an excellent letter, 
which I won’t read. 

Senator Lancer. Shall we put it in the record? 

Mrs. Miuuer. I am going to put it in the record. 

Adlai Stevenson endorsed it. 

Former President Truman has endorsed it. 

John W. McCormack—and I am giving most of these, most of 
these are from my own party—and we have a great many more. 

Senator Lancer. Put them in the record, and print them in full. 

Dr. ANpREws. Mrs. Miller, would you like to put in the record 
that the Women’s Association made that unanimous at their meeting 
last summer? 

Mrs. Mriuuer. Please put that in; the Women’s Doctors voted 
unanimously. 

(The copies of letters referred to are as follows:) 


76996—56——4 
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[Copy of letter from Mr. Gerald D. Morgan, special counsel to President Eisenhower] 


Tue Waite Hovssg, 
Washington, December 10, 1956. 
Mrs. Nina BRopDERICK PRICE, 


National Woman’s Party, New York, N. Y. 

Dear Mrs. Price: The President asked me to thank you for your letter of 
December 6. 

Having been icluded in the Republican platform, the equal rights amendment 
is and has been part of the Republican program, and will continue to be. I am 
sure that it, together with the many other items in the platform, will be discussed 
at the leadership meeting next week, or at one of the leadership meetings early 
in the session. 

As you know, the Constitution omits the President from the amendment process, 
and for this reason the President may be hesitant about making official recom- 
mendations upon a matter that is exclusively within the jurisdiction of the 
Congress. I know, however, that he is encouraged by the number of sponsors of 
the amendment in the Senate and House. 

Sincerely, 
GeraLtp D. Morgan, 
Special Counsel to the President. 


[Copy of letter from Hon. John W. McCormack, majority leader of the House of Representatives} 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE Majority LEADER, 


Washington, D. C., November 4, 1955. 
Mrs. Nina Broperick Price, 


Chairman, New York City Committee, 
National Woman’s Party, New York, N. Y. 


Dear Mrs. Price: I am in receipt of your letter of October 27, and I favor a 
resolution that is consistent with the Democratic platform, which is a resolution 
along the lines outlined in your letter. As you know, I was chairman of the com- 
mittee on platform and resolutions of the 1952 Democratic Convention. I stand 
for what the platform states. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Joun W. McCormack. 


James A. Fartey ENporsES AMENDMENT 
May 4, 1945, 
Miss AniTa POLLITZER, 
Chairman, New York City Committee, 
National Woman’s Party, New York City. 

Dear Miss Pouuirzer: As I have been away considerably during the past few 
weeks, this is the first opportunity I have had to acknowledge your letter of the 
17th, relative to the equal rights amendment. 

I am in favor of the passage of this amendment and I sincerely hope and trust 
that it will be accomplished. I quite agree in your statement equal rights for 
women seem the logical conclusion of the suffrage amendment. 

With my best wishes, 

Sincerely yours, 
James A. Far ey. 


STaTEMENT By Avtar E. SteveNsoN, GIVEN, WHEN GOVERNOR OF ILLINOIS, TO 
NaTIONAL WoMAN’s Party 


SPRINGFIELD, Iuu., March 14, 1949. 
It is high time that women’s equal rights be recognized in the Federal Consti- 
tution. I am confident this step would have the approval of the great majority 
of the people of Illinois. This State is giving increased recognition to women 
through employment and other laws, and through the election and appointment 
of women to responsible positions in government. Experience has proved both 
the justice and wisdom of this course. 
Apual E. STEVENSON, Governor. 
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[Copy of letter read by Mrs. Emma Guffey Miller at the convention, 1944] 


UnitTep States SENATE, 
April —, 1944. 
Mrs. Emma Gurrey MILLER, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mrs. MitueEr: I understand you are going to visit the great State of 
Missouri and will address the Federation of Women’s Clubs in St. Louis. 

Please express my sincere regret at not being able to attend the meeting to which 
I received an invitation, but due to other engagements it is not possible for me to 
be present. 

ay to them that I am in sympathy with their fight for the equal rights amend- 
ment because I think it will improve the standard of living by setting a level on 
wages equal for both sexes. 

I have no fear of its effect on the home life of the American people. Nearly 
every man has his woman on a pedestal anyway and this will only make the legal 
aspects of the situation more satisfactory from the standpoint of the legal rights 
of the women of the country. 

I am sure you will have a cordial reception in the great city of St. Louis, and 
I know you will enjoy being a guest of the great State which I represent in the 
Senate of the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Harry S. Truman, 
United States Senator. 


Mrs. Miter. I want to call on Miss Ella Werner, vice chairman 
of the party; she represents the Women’s Joint Legislative Committee 
for Equal Rights, and, Mr. Chairman, they represent 9 million 
women. Miss Werner. 

Miss Werner. Mr. Chairman, may I stand? 

Senator Lanasr. Surely. 


STATEMENT OF MISS ELLA C. WERNER, CHAIRMAN, EQUAL 
RIGHTS AMENDMENT COMMITTEE, AMERICAN FEDERATION 
OF SOROPTIMIST CLUBS 


Miss Werner. As Mrs. Miller told you, I represent the Women’s 


Joint Legislative Committee for Equal Rights. There are approxi- 
mately 40 national women’s organizations, and all of those have 
endorsed and are working for the passage of the equal rights amend- 
ment. 

These 40 organizations represent approximately 9 million women. 

In addition to being here in that capacity, I am also here as chairman 
of the equal rights amendment committee of the American Federation 
of Soroptimist Clubs. That is an organization of professional and 
executive businesswomen, with about 600 clubs in all states in the 
United States. 

Senator Laneer. You are organized in every one of the 48 States? 

Miss WERNER. Yes. And we also have clubs in 27 foreign countries, 
but, of course, it is just the United States that I am speaking for. 

The American Federation of Soroptimists Clubs first endorsed the 
amendment in 1936. They have reaffirmed their stand practicall 
at every convention since then, and we have been working ad 
through our clubs and individual members, to have the Members of 
the Senate and House come out in favor of this resolution. 

We are also pledged to work in the States, after the amendment is 
passed by both Houses of Congress. I hope that we will be successful. 

Senator Lancer. Could we have your address for the record, please? 

Miss WerNeER. 242(¢ 16th Street NW., Washingtoa, D. C. 

Senator Lancer. Will you now read those telegrams you have 
there, which have beea received today? 
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Mr. Smituey. The following telegram was received from Dr. Alma 


Jane Speer, legislative chairman, American Medical Women’s Asso- 
ciation: 


American Medical Women’s Association wishes to go on record as strongly-in 
favor of equal rights amendment as sponsored by Senator Butler, without any 
qualifying riders or limitations. 

That was sent, sir, under date of April 12, 1956. 

Another telegram, from Loretta Powers Wilson, of Gaithersburg, 
Md., under date of April 12, 1956, reads as follows: 


As poet laureate of the Society of the American Poets of Maryland, I heartily 
endorse the passage of the equal-rights amendment without any rider, now before 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

Next is a telegram from Rosalind Moore Bain, national representa- 
tive, Association of American Women Dentists, under date of April 
13, 1956: 

The Association of American Women Dentists in full convention has endorsed 
the equal-rights amendment and, through its designated representative, reaffirms 
the endorsement for the benefit of the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee in session 
on April 13, 1956. 

Here is another telegram, addressed to the Senate Judiciary Com- 


mittee, under date of April 13, 1956, signed by Etta M. Gifford, and 
which reads as follows: 


The American Association of Women Ministers at their national meeting 
endorsed the equal rights amendment as introduced by Senator Butler. 


Senator Lanemr. I have just been informed that Senator Dirksen 
could not be here this morning. He is a member of the committee, 
but he is ill. 

Mrs. Miuuer. I am so sorry to hear that. 

Senator Lancer. He is unable to be here with us this morning. 

Mrs. Miuuer. Yes; he is with us, he is a sponsor. 

I want to put this in the record; it is a partial list of our endorsing 
women’s organizations, and I have written here another which I 
know is an endorsement, the Women’s National Democratic Club, 
and I am quite sure that Mrs. St. George has seen to it that the 
Women’s Republican Club has also endorsed it. 

(See letter from Women’s National Democratic Club, dated April 
17, 1956, under appendix and letter dated May 4, 1956, from Mrs. 
Emma Guffy Miller, under appendix.) 

I would like to put that in the record, please. 

(The list of endorsers referred to is as follows:) 


Women’s Groups THat Have ENDORSED THE Equat-Ricuts AMENDMENT 
NATIONAL 


Women’s Joint Legislative Committee for Equal Rights 
Alpha Iota Sorority 

American Association for Equal Legal Status 

American Association of Women Ministers 

American Federation of Soroptimist Clubs 

American Medical Women’s Association 

American Woman’s Society of Certified Public Accountants 
American Society of Women Accountants 

Association of American Women Dentists 

Avalon National Poetry Shrine 

General Federation of Women’s Clubs 

Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republic 

Mary Ball Washington Association of America 
National Association of Colored Women 
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National Association of Women Lawyers 

National Council of Women Chiropractors 

National Education Association of the United States 
National Federation of Business and Professional Clubs 
National Woman’s Party 

Osteopathic Women’s National Association 

Peoples Mandate Committee 

Society of American Poets 

Wheel of Progress 

Women’s Auxiliary to American Osteopathic Association 
Women’s Auxiliary to the National Chiropractic Association 
Women’s Circle, Woodmen of the World 

Women’s International Association of Aeronautics 
Women’s National Relief Corps Auxiliary to the GAR 


In addition to the above national organizations, many hundreds of State and 
local groups have endorsed and are working for the amendment. Among these 
are Republican and Democratic State and local organizations, teachers’ organiza- 
tions, college and university women’s groups, professional groups, business 
groups, as for example: 


Colorado State Women’s Christian Temperance Union 


Kate Waller Barrett Chapter, Alexandria, Va., Daughters of the American 
Revolution 


Hannah Bushrod Chapter, Los Angeles, Calif., Daughters of the American 
Revolution 

New York City Chapter, Daughters of the American Revolution 

Democratic Women of Livonia, Mich. 

Eleanor Roosevelt League of Women, Livonia (Mich.) Chapter 

Eleanor Roosevelt League of Women (Nankin) Wayne, Mich. 

New Jersey State Bar Association 

Wyoming State Bar Association 

New York Federation of Republican Women’s Clubs 

Pennsylvania Federation of Democratic Women’s Clubs (comprising all women’s 
Democratic clubs in Pennsylvania) 

School Women’s Council, Southern California 

Texas State Women’s Christian Temperance Union 

Wayne County (Mich.) Women’s Republican Club 

Women’s National Democratic Club 


Altogether the women supporting the equal rights amendment, through their 
organizations, especially through Republican and Democratic women’s groups, 
comprise a very large part of the women of America. 

Mrs. Mititer. Now, we have had a good deal of discussion from 
people who are opposed to the amendment, and who approve the 
Hayden amendment, to which we are very much opposed, and I was 
told the other day that many prominent organizations had approved 
the Hayden rider. 

Well, after a very careful search, the only prominent organization 
that we could find that had endorsed this rider was the Communist 
paper, The Worker’s Weekly, and I would like to put that in. 

Senator Lancer. The Daily Worker? 

Mrs. Mitier. Yes; the Daily Worker; and I would like to put 
that in. 

(P. 8, Daily Worker, New York, Thursday, March 9, 1950, is as 
follows: ) 

[From Daily Worker, New York, Thursday, March 9, 1950) 


LIFE OF THE PARTY 
By Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, Member, National Committee, Communist Party 
THE PHONY EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT AGAIN 


« Plain words like “free,” “open,” “equal,”’ have clear meanings to honest people. 
But in the mouths of employers and politicians they become double talk, like free 
enterprise, open shop, equal rights. This is true of the misnamed equal rights 
amendment which annually pops out of the hopper of Congress. 
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Platitudes 27 years old are repeated by reactionaries posing as progressives, and 
Dixiecrats exposing their insulating Jim Crow chivalry. Lawmakers who turn a 
deaf ear to legislation on health, housing, and education become ardent champions 
of the ladies. God bless them. 

They are all engaged in an attempt to pass a blanket amendment which will 
wipe out all protective labor legislation for women workers; all social legislation 
beneficial to women as wives, mothers, or widows; and this under the hypocritical 
guise of equality. 

This equal rights amendment has from the birth been endorsed by the Republican 
Party. the National Manufacturers Association, bv big employers like the duPonts, 
by State’s righters. There have been 26 hearings on this bill since 1923. Its direct 
sponsor is the National Women’s Party, an extreme feminist group, which believes 
even rape laws should apply equally to both sexes. It is endorsed by the National 
Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs and similar middle and 
upper class groups. It has been opposed by the AFL and CIO and by every pro- 
gressive women’s organization, as well as by the Women’s Bureau of the Depart- 
ment of Labor and 21 leading law schools. 

That it is introduced voluntarily by reactionaries every year without any 
public demand, makes it suspect. With the heat on Congress through tremendous 
mass pressure to repeal Taft-Hartley, to guarantee civil rights, to pass FEPC, 
or to abolish the poll tax, these same Senators show no such sense of haste nor 
public duty. Incidentally, Senator Wiley, who favors the Mundt bill, is a loud 
advocate of the equal rights amendment, and Senator Kefauver (who presented 
a good substitute for it) is rumored to be opposed to the Mundt bill, if he does 
not weaken. 

Early in the session on January 25, Senate Joint Resolution 25 reintroduced 
the equal rights amendment. It passed 63 to 19. The opposition, ably voiced 
by Senators, Lehman, Morse, Neely, and Hayden, resulted in the acceptance, by 
a vote of 51 to 31, of the Hayden amendment, providing that “‘no rights, benefits, 
or exemptions, now or hereafter conferred, on women shall be impaired.” This 
was opposed by sponsors of the blanket amendment and angrily criticized by the 
National Women’s Party, which said that all forthright supporters would be 
alienated by such arider. This speaks for itself. They are not interested so much 
in giving women future rights as they are to deprive women of present real benefit 
and protections guaranteed by existing laws, which their amendment would 
nullify. 

The case against the blanket equal rights amendment was ably set forth by a 
statement of the National Committee on the Status of Women. It contended 
that every law dealing with the manifold relations of women to society would 
be forced to run the gantlet of attack on constitutional grounds, as, for instance, 
legal provisions for widow’s allowances, family support, grounds for divorce, 
annulment of marriage, and maximum hours for women in protected industries. 

‘‘Many laws protecting safety and welfare of women in industry would neces- 
sarily fall,” it points out. ‘‘Protective legislation would be declared invalid as 
denying women equal right to work or as denying men equal protection under 
law, as either could claim exact equality.” 

It sums up that ‘‘the basic fallacy in the proposed amendment is that it attempts 
to deal with complicated and highly concrete problems arising out of a diversity 
of human relations in terms of a single and simple abstraction.’’ They label it 
as “hopelessly inept as a constitutional standard,” and prophesy that ‘“‘an era of 
regrettable consequences is highly probable. Extreme confusion in constitutional 
law is a certainty.” 

The legislation now goes to the House. The danger is that the Hayden amend- 
ment will be chopped off there or diappear in the final agreement on proposed 
legislation between the two legislative bodies. Senator Hunt let the cat out of 
the bag when he said: ‘‘During the war many barriers were dropped entirely. 
Do not allow them to return.” 

In other words, this equality is part of the cold war, in preparation for a hot 
war. Labor laws relative to women were suspended during the war and employers 
want that suspension made permanent. armongers want women equal to be 
able to draft them into the Armed Forces, for civilian defense, or for compulsory 
labor. 

These are the hidden motives behind the equal rights amendment. We must 
not rely on the passage of the Hayden amendment, although it sounds well in- 
tentioned. Progressive men and women are opposed to all forms of discriminatiog 
against women or men. But to classify labor and social legislation as discrimina- 
tion against women benefits only employers and all who exploit women. 
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Let your Congressman hear from you in plain words rebuking this double talk 
in relation to equal rights, and demanding the defeat of this phony bill. 

(See below listed statements and telegrams for opposition to S. J. 
Res. 39.) 


American Nurses’ Association, Inc., letter dated April 16, 1956 from Agnes 
Ohlson, president, to Hon. James O. Eastland with attached statement (Ap- 
pendix). 

Telegram to Hon. Estes Kefauver from Esther C. Stamats, director, Christian 
Social Relations, United Church Women (Appendix). 

Telegram to Hon. Estes Kefauver from Lilace Reid Barnes, president, national 
board, Young Women’s Christian Association of the U. 8. A. (Appendix). 

Telegram to Hon. Estes Kefauver from Margaret Mealey, executive secretary, 
National Council of Catholic Women (Appendix). 

Telegram to Hon. Estes Kefauver from Mrs. William T. Mason, National Council 
of Negro Women (Appendix). 

Mrs. Miuuer. Now, I would like to call on Mrs. Dorothy Spinks, 
for the American Association of Equal Status. Mrs. Spinks. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. DOROTHY SPINKS, ALPHA IOTA SORORITY 


Mrs. Spinks. That is not quite right. 

I am Mrs. Dorothy Spinks. My address is 4415 19th Road North, 
Arlington, Va. 

I am with the Alpha Iota Sorority, with headquarters in Des Moines. 

We have more than 25,000 young businesswomen and members. 
They are young women who work in offices, who are working to be 
executives, to be leaders in the country. 

We have endorsed this amendment by our convention vote since 
1936. 

Since 1944, I have been its representative here in Washington. I 
have appeared at about the same number of hearings Mrs. Miller 
has, since 1944. 

We want to reaffirm our previous endorsement, that we believe 
equal rights, an equal rights amendment is necessary for adult Amer- 
ican women. 

Senator Langer. Thank you. 

Mrs. Miter. I would like to call now the representative, if she is 
here, although we have had someone—a representative of the American 
Society of Women Accountants. 

(No response.) 

Mrs. Miter. Do you have a telegram from them? By a Mrs. 
Payne? 

Mr. SmirHey. Mrs. Payne? 

Mrs. Mitier. I mean Mrs. Westerman. 

Mr. Smiruey. No telegram from the American Society of Women 
Accountants has been received as yet. 

(Correspondence and telegrams subsequently were received. See 
appendix). 

Mrs. Mituer. There was a telegram; I understand the names here 
would change. 

Now, one of the greatest organizations in this country, as everyone 
knows, is the General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs is composed of very fine 
women all over the country. 

Senator Lancer. Do you mind yielding to Senator Barrett here? 
He has just come in, and we have a rule where we yield to a Senator 
who is busy, as we know Senator Barrett is. 
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Senator Barrerr. Excuse me for interrupting, Mrs. Miller. 

Mrs. Minuer. The General Federation of Women’s Clubs is not 
merely a city organization or an organization composed of professional 
women, it is composed of all kinds of women, women of all faiths, 
races, and colors, and they operate from the villages, in the rural 
counties, to the great cities, and it is a powerful organization and has 
done a tremendous lot for the advancement of women in this country, 
and I am very happy to call Mrs. Paul Hartz forward, in behalf of the 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

Senator Lancer. In view of the fact that Senator Barrett has to 
leave, I want to take his statement now. 

Senator Barrerr. Were you through with your statement? If 
not, you may 

Senator Lancer. Go right ahead, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. BARRETT, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 


Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that I have other 
engagements that make it necessary for me to leave here this morning. 
I intended to come up here to appear at the time when my friend 
Katharine St. George, the only woman from New York, was present. 

As you know, I served in the House for 8 years before I was Gover- 
nor, and consequently I am very well acquainted with most of the 
Members of the House, and I treasure that friendship with them, and 
among those Members was Congressman St. George of New York. 

I want to say that I have read her statement, and I approve of 
everything that she has to say. 

Wyoming, as you know, is the equality State. We were the first 
State in the Union to give suffrage to women. In addition to that, 
we were the first State to elect a woman Governor, and consequently 
we ought to be in the forefront in all of these moves to give the women 
of our country equal rights under the law. 

I am very strongly in favor of this legislation. I hope that this 
committee will be able to report it out reasonably soon, so that we 
can take it up on the floor of the Senate and get this amendment 
adopted during this session of the Congress. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

And, thank you, ladies. 

Mrs. Mitier. Thank you, Senator Barrett. 

Senator Lancer. It was very nice of you to come over, Senator. 

State your name. 

Mrs. Ostunpb. I am Genevieve H. Oslund. 

Do you want my home or business address? 

Senator Lancer. Both. 

Mrs. Ostunp. 1734 N Street NW.; assistant on legislation, General 
Federation of Women’s Clubs. 


STATEMENT OF GENEVIEVE H. OSLUND, ASSISTANT TO LEGISLA- 
TIVE CHAIRMAN, GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mrs. Ostunpb. Mr. Chairman, I am representing Mrs. A. Paul Hartz, 
who is legislative chairman of the General Federation of Women’s 
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Clubs, an organization of 5,500,000 women in the United States, 
chartered by Congress in 1901. 

The general federation has long supported the principle of the equal 
rights amendment set forth in Senate Joint Resolution 39, without 
amendments. Our policy is determined through resolutions passed 
by delegates in convention assembled, and our position on the equal 
rights amendment is as follows: 

Whereas the Constitution of the United States does not guarantee equality of 
status for women, except with regard to the right to vote, and will guarantee 


equality of other rights only when an amendment for the purpose is included 
therein: therefore 


Resolved, That the General Federation of Women’s Clubs reaffirms its support 
of the equal rights amendment now pending before Congress. 

It has been over a hundred years since women first launched a 
movement for suffrage and women’s rights in general. They then 
had few legal rights; they could not vote nor hold public office; had 
no legal control over their children, and if they worked, had no voice 
in their working conditions or wages. Only seven occupations were 
open to them—teacher, seamstress, tailoress, milliner, dressmaker, 
household servant, and factory worker. 

Today the picture is vastly different. Women can vote equally 
with men. They hold public office. They have risen to Senate and 
Presidential Cabinet status. They have helped frame laws. They 
have achieved distinction in industry, the arts, law, and public 
affairs. Almost 500 out of 534 occupations listed are open to women. 
They are often heads of families of which they are the main support. 
Women have thus established their ability to take equal responsi- 
bility with men. 

But under our present laws women do not have the justice, liberty 
and freedom promised by our Constitution. A woman may be de- 
prived in some States of doing certain work which would help her 
provide better for her family. Some States do not permit women to 
serve on juries and there are some where the father has the first right 
to the custody, earnings, services and inheritance of minor children. 
These laws do not promote the best economic, moral or spiritual 
interests of our country. 

Senate Joint Resolution 39 is in harmony with our American ideals. 
In the United States we value human lives regardless of sex; therefore 
any protective legislation in industry or otherwise should be for men 
and women alike. Furthermore, the amendment would prevent any 
legislation or court rulings which might discriminate against one seg- 
ment of our population. 

As one of the member nations of the United Nations, the United 
States is pledged to work for the dignity of human rights. By the 
enactment of the equal rights amendment, the United States of Amer- 
ica would regain the respect, now jeopardized, of other nations who 
know that women under our Constitution are denied the privileges, 
opportunities and responsibilities available to men. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs is composed mainly of 
wives and mothers—women who are naturally concerned with creating 
the most favorable climate for the full development of all our future 
citizens. This we believe is, in part, dependent upon passage of the 
equal rights amendment. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you. 


76996—56—_5 
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Mrs. Mituer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to put in the record this 
roll of honor, mentioning well over 220 Members of the House who 
have endorsed the equal rights amendment. There are a few names 
missing from this, but at present there are 222, and we shall get more, 
I am confident. I also submit for the record recently passed resolu- 
tions advocating passage of the equal rights amendment. 

I would like to put these in the record. 

Senator Lancer. They will be filed as part of the record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


Rouu or HoNoR 


No finer way could be found to celebrate the birthday of Susan B. Anthony 
than to inscribe these names on a roll of honor in the Record of the House of 
Representatives. 

KATHARINE St. GEORGE, 
Member of Congress. 
Sponsors of the Equal Rights Amendments (total 219) 

Alabama: Frank W. Boykin, Carl Elliott, George Huddleston, Jr. 

Arizona: John J. Rhodes, Stewart Udall. 

Arkansas: Wilbur D. Mills, Oren Harris, W. F. Norrell. 

California: Hubert B. Scudder, John E. Moss, Jr., William 8. Mailliard, John F. 
Baldwin, Jr., John J. Allen, Jr., J. Arthur Younger, Charles 8. Gubser, B. F. Sisk, 
Charles M. Teague, Harlan Hagen, Gordon L. McDonough, Donald L. Jackson, 
Carl Hinshaw, Edgar W. Hiestand, Clyde Doyle, Glenard P. Lipscomb, James 
Roosevelt, Harry R. Sheppard, John Phillips, Robert C. Wilson. 

Colorado: Byron G. Rogers, Wayne N. Aspinall. 

Connecticut: Thomas J. Dodd, Horace Seely-Brown, Jr., Albert W. Cretella, 
Albert P. Morano, James T. Patterson. 

Delaware: Harris B. McDowell, Jr. 

Florida: William C. Cramer, Bob Sikes, Dante B. Fascell, A. 8. Herlong, Jr., 
Dwight L. Rogers, James A. Haley, D. R. Matthews. 

Idaho: Gracie Pfost. 

Illinois: William L. Dawson, William E. McVey, Richard W. Hoffman, 
Timothy P. Sheehan, Charles A. Boyle, Marguerite Stitt Church, Leslie C. 
Arends, Sid Simpson, William L. Springer, Charles W. Vursell, Kenneth J. Gray. 

Indiana: E. Ross Adair, John V. Beamer, Cecil M. Harden, William G. Bray, 
Earl Wilson. 

Iowa: Fred Schwengel, Henry O. Talle, H. R. Gross, Karl M. LeCompte, 
Paul Cunningham. 

Kansas: William H. Avery, Myron V. George, Clifford R. Hope, Wint Smith. 

Kentucky: William H. Natcher, Brent Spence, Carl D. Perkins, Eugene Siler. 

Louisiana: F. Edward Hébert, Otto E. Passman, George 8. Long. 

Maine: Robert Hale, Charles P. Nelson. 

Maryland: Edward T. Miller, James P. 8. Devereux, Edward A. Garmatz, 
George H. Fallon, Richard E. Lankford, DeWitt 5S. Hyde, Samuel N. Friedel. 

Massachusetts: Edward P. Boland, Harold D. Donohue, Edith Nourse Rogers, 
Donald W. Nicholson. 

Michigan: Gerald R. Ford, Jr., Don Hayworth, Alvin M. Bentley, Ruth 
Thompson, Victor A. Knox, Charles C. Diggs, Jr., Martha W. Griffiths. 

Minnesota: Eugene J. McCarthy, Coya Knutson. 

Missouri: George H. Christopher, W. R. Hull, Jr., A. 8. J. Carnahan, Morgan 
W. Moulder. 

Montana: Orvin B. Fjare. 

Nebraska: Phil Weaver, Robert D. Harrison, A. L. Miller. 

Nevada: Clifton Young. 

New Hampshire: Chester ™. Merrow. 

New Jersey: Frank 8. Thompson, Jr., Peter Frelinghuysen, Jr., Harrison A 
Williams, Jr., William B. Widnall, Frank C. Osmers, Jr., T. James Tumulty. 

New Mexico: Antonio M. Fernandez, James J. Dempsey. 

New York: Stuyvestant Wainwright, Frank J. Becker, Henry J. Latham. 
Albert H. Bosch, Lester Holtzman, Victor L. Anfuso, Abraham J. Multer, John H. 
Ray, Adam Clayton Powell, J>., Frederic R. Coudert, Jr., Arthur G. Klein, 
Irwin D. Davidson, Herbert Zelenko, Sidney A. Fine, Isidore Dollinger, Charles A. 
Buckley, Paul A. Fino, Ralph W. Gwinn, Katharine St. George, J. Ernest 
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Wharton, Leo W. O’Brien, Dean P. Taylor, Bernard W. Kearney, William R. 
Williams, Harold C. Ostertag, William E. Miller, Edmund P. Radwan, John R. 
Pillion, Daniel A. Reed, 

North Carolina: Thurmond Chatham, F. Ertel Carlyle. 

North Dakota: Usher L. Burdick, Otto Krueger. 

Ohio: Gordon H. Scherer, James G. Polk, Thomas A. Jenkins, A. D. Baumhart, 
Jr., William H. Ayres, John E. Henderson, Frank T. Bow, J. Harry McGregor, 
Wayne L. Hays. 

Oklahoma: Page Belcher, Ed Edmondson, Tom Steed, John Jarman, Victor 
Wickersham. 

Oregon: Sam Coon, Harris Ellsworth. 

Pennsylvania: William A. Barrett, William T. Granahan, James A. Byrne, 
Earl Chudoff, Benjamin F. James, Joseph L. Carrigg; Ivor D. Fenton, Samuel K. 
McConnell, Jr., Alvin R. Bush; Richard M. Simpson, James M. Quigley, James FE. 
Van Zandt, John P. Saylor, Carroll D. Kearns; Frank M. Clark, Thomas E. 
Morgan, James G. Fulton. 

South Carolina: L. Mendel Rivers, Robert T. Ashmore. 

South Dakota: Harold O. Lovre, E. Y. Berry. 

Tennessee: Joe L. Evins, Clifford Davis. 

Texas: Brady Gentry, Bruce Alger, Olin E. Teague, John Dowdy, Clark W. 
Thompson, Frank Ikard. 

Utah: Henry Aldous Dixon. 

Vermont: Winston L. Prouty. 

Virginia: Richard H. Poff, Howard W. Smith, Pat Jennings, Joel T. Broyhill. 

Washington: Thomas M. Pelly, Jack Westland, Russell V. Mack, Hal Holmes, 
Walt Horan, Thor C. Tollefson. 

West Virginia: Robert H. Mollohan, Harley O. Staggers, Cleveland M. Bailey, 
M. G. Burnside, Elizabeth Kee, Robert C. Byrd. 

Wisconsin: Gardner R. Withrow, William K. Van Pelt, Lester Johnson. 

Wyoming: E. Keith Thomson. 

Alaska: E. L. Bartlett. 

Hawaii: Mrs. Joseph R. Farrington. 

Puerto Rico: Antonio Fernés-Isern. 





The letter from the White House to the National Woman’s Party, dated 
December 10, 1955, and signed by Gerald Morgan, Special Counsel to the Presi- 
dent, states: 

“The President asked me to thank you for your letter * * *. Having been 
included in the Republican platform, the equal rights amendment is and has 
been part of the Republican program, and will continue to be. * * *” 

Representative John W. McCormack, of Massachusetts, leader of the Demo- 
cratic majority in the House, has made a similar current statement in regard to 
the equal rights plank in the Democratic platform. The letter from Represent- 
ative McCormack, dated November 4, 1955, reads: 

“TI favor a resolution that is consistent with the Democratic platform, which 
is a resolution along the lines outlined in your letter. As you know, I was chair- 
man of the committee on platform and resolutions of the 1952 Democratic 
convention. I stand for what the platform states. 

“With kind regards, I am 

“Sincerely yours, 
“(Signed) JouHn W. McCormack.” 





Two sets of resolutions adopted by chapters of the DAR follow. They are 
illustrative of the type we would like to see adopted by each State conference of 
the Daughters of the American Revolution. 


(1) Resolution adopted by New York City Chapter of the DAR, February 7, 1952 

Whereas the DAR is an organization of patriotic American women devote | to 
the ideal of freedom for all American people; 

Whereas there is now pending before Congress a proposed amendment to the 
National Constitution to make unlawful any discrimination against women on 
the ground of sex; 

Whereas this amendment would carry to its logical conelusion the equal suffrage 
amendment which is now a part of our National Constitution: Be it 
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Resolved, That the New York City Chapter of the DAR gives its warm support 
to the proposed equal rights amendment; and be it further 

Resolved, That the New York City Chapter forward this resolution to the 
national resolutions committee with a request for favorable action by the coming 
national convention upon the question of an endorsement of the proposed equal 


rights amendment. 
(2) Resolution adopted by the Hannah Bushrod Chapter of Los Angeles, Calif. 


Whereas the United States has ratified the Charter of the United Nations 
reaffirming faith “in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the 
human person, in the equal rights of men and women”’; and 

Whereas the active participation of women today in every field of endeavor 
calls for recognition of the status of women now; and 

Whereas the United States Constitution by its omission of any statement of 
equality of rights for men and women permits the States to enact discriminatory 
laws based on sex: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Hannah Bushrod Chapter of the Daughters of the American 
Revolution requests the Congress of the United States to take affirmative action 
on tbe equal rights amendment now on the calendar of the Senate and in the 
Judiciary Committee of the House and thus follow democratic procedure by 
submitting the important question of the equal status of women to the States 
for action. 


RESOLUTION PassED BY THE NaTIoNAL Epucation AssocraTion, Jury 8, 1955, 
AT NATIONAL CONVENTION, Cuicaco, ILL. 


The National Education Association reaffirms its previous endorsement of a 
proposed amendment to the Constitution of the United States guaranteeing equal 
status under the law to men and women. 

(The NEA headquarters states that the official count of members in the NEA 
as of May 31, 1955, is 615,000, 52 percent of the teachers of the United States.) 

Mrs. Miuuer. Did you have a telegram from Mrs. Letcher, from the 
National Association of Colored Women? 

Mr. Smituey. No. 

Mrs. Miuurr. She is sending in one. 

I recall at one of the other hearings, I believe it was even before you 
came, Senator Langer, to the Senate—and may you long wave—that 
one of the women said, “W ell, of course, women don’t have the whole 
loaf, but we ought to be satisfied with a half loaf.” 

W ell, I don’t ‘think that anybody should be satisfied with a half loaf. 
What we are trying to do in this Nation is to give everybody a whole 
loaf, and that is what the equal rights amendment, of course, will 
mean. 

The curious thing about the amendment, or the necessity for it, Mr. 
Chairman, is that it penalizes marriage. 

Now, a maiden woman has no restrictions, or very few. She has 
some, of course, in industry, but I am talking about her property, 
now. Neither does a widow have restrictions, as regards to property; 
but it is married women, the women whose husbands are living with 
them—maybe not too happy, some of them; I would not be if I had a 
husband like that—but they are restricted as to their occupations, 
their hours of labor, and so forth. 

I would like to put in the record something that occurred last year 
in Pennsylvenia. We have an office there called the secretary of 
internal affairs. It is a State office, and 2 women, 1 Republican and 
1 Democrat, ran for that office, en how much the women have 
advanced in the political life of the Nation. 

Well, the Republican woman had a husband. Now, there was cer- 
tain restrictions because she was married; she could have still per- 
formed the duties of office, but there were other things; for instance, 
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it took years before a woman could sign a bond by herself, and there 
are still other restrictions in Pennsylvania. Well, she was defeated, 
and Miss Genevieve Blatt, a lawyer, won. 

Now, there were no restrictions on her because thus far she refused 
to have a husband. I don’t know whether it is because she fears that 
it will restrict her rights or not, but I think it is very telling, to realize 
that it is married women that are discriminated against. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am not a lawyer, nor the daughter of a 
lawyer. I am just a little politician who has worked all her life for 
the advance of women, but now I am going to ask Mrs. Ida Als, 
representing the National Association of Women Lawyers, to speak. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. IDA B. ALS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
WOMEN LAWYERS 


Mrs. Aus. I am Ida B. Als, National Association of Women Lawyers. 

Our records show that on May 26, 1955, we addressed a letter to this 
committee stating that: 

The National Association of Women Lawyers continues to approve and to 
recommend the enactment into law of any bill or bills which may be introduced 
into the 84th Congress which proposes an amendment to the United States 
Constitution providing, in substance, that equal rights under the law shall not 
be denied or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of sex. 

I am here today to add to our statement of May 26, 1955, by 
stating that we are in favor of the passage of Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion 39, provided it is not amended by any rider or riders which would 
negate the principles of equal rights for men and women. 

Senator Lancer. Than you. 

Mrs. Mintuer. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to take any more of 
your time. I have already given you a long list of sponsors repre- 
senting millions of women, as we have told you; and the National 
Education Association, with over 600,000 members, is sending a 
statement. There will be other statements. 

(Statement subsequently submitted appears in the appendix). 

Senator Lancer. When they arrive, they will be made a part of 
the record, Mrs. Miller. 

Mrs. Mituer. Thank you very much. 

I think that is about all. We don't wat to take any more of your 
time. I am quite sure that if there are any others, though, who 
wish to be heard for the amendment— 

Yes, I would like to present a representative of the Ladies of the 
Grand Army of the Republic. 

Mrs. WorRE.LL. Yes; and also the Wheel of Progress; I am repre- 
senting both. 

Senator Lancer. How do youdo today. I have seen you, I know, 
for these last 15 years straight. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. MARGARET HOPKINS WORRELL, PRESI- 
DENT-GENERAL, THE WHEEL OF PROGRESS, AND LADIES OF 
THE GRAND ARMY OF THE REPUBLIC 


Mrs. WorrRE.L. I didn’t know it was my turn to speak, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

I am tbe president-general of the Wheel of Progress, and the national 
legislative chairman of Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republic. 
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Mr. Chairman, I desire to speak today for the Wheel of Progress 
particularly. 

We have, for a good many years, been working for this amendment, 
and we do not want any change in it; we want it just like it is. 

I want to leave with you one of our pamphlets. I think you will 
find that very interesting. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS OF THE WHEEL OF PROGRESS 


ForREWORD 
“We build, not for ourselves, but for others” 


The Wheel of Progress has entered the field to unite the women of America into 
a mighty unit for three outstanding purposes: 

1. To defend the Constitution of the United States as the noblest chart of 
liberty ever conceived by the mind of man. 

2. To battle for representative government by bringing the voters to exercise 
the elective franchise to the end that the democracy of which the founders dreamed 
shall at last be ratified in a “government by the people.” 

3. To insure the safety and stability of our governmental institutions through 
an enlightened citizenship. 

Our Government is not representative if less than half of the electorate cast 
their votes. Every woman in this Nation owes a debt to her country—the use of 
the franchise for which women have fought since 1849. 

The only reason citizens can have for not exercising their right of franchise is 
disinterestedness in their Government, or lack of knowledge of its needs. 

The master menace to the Republic in this hour is the indifference of the citizens 
to their privilege and their duty of participating in the election of local and 
national officials. 

Our fathers fought and died that we might have the benefit of the Government 
they founded, and we can in no wise escape the responsibility which each and 
every one of us owes to this Government. 


MarGARET Hopkins WorRRELL. 


DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES AND CONSTITUTION OF THE WHEEL 
OF PROGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


Organized September 1924 
PREAMBLE 


We, the women of the United States of America, believing that the citizens of 
this Republic are vitally concerned in preserving the blessings of the Government 
established by its able and patriotic founders through the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence and the Constitution of the United States, and realizing that a static 
policy is not consistent with the spirit of the authors of these immortal documents, 
believe it to be our duty to form a National organization, nonpartisan and non- 
sectarian in its nature, that will unite the women of the nation, regardless of party 
affiliation, in order that a balance of power may be established to protect the 
rights, advance the interests and promote the welfare of the citizens of this Repub- 
lic, but which will not tolerate its use for the furtherance of selfish interests or 
the gratification of personal ambitions, but the sole existence of which is dedicated 
to the progress of mankind in the pursuit of happiness and prosperity. 

It is our purpose to induce the electorate to use their right of franchise to elect 
loyal patriotic officials in all local and national elections. 

We propose to establish a prize to be given the State of the Union that polls 
the most votes, according to population, in the election of the President of the 
United States. The winning State to retain the prize in their State Capitol until 
it has been won by another State. 


CoNSTITUTION 


ARTICLE 1 
Name 
The name of this organization shall be The Wheel of Progress, and the Hub 
shall contain a Spoke for every State and Territory in the Union. 
The name of our paper, pamphlet, or magazine shall be The Spoke of the Wheel. 
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; ARTICLE 2 
National Headquarters 


National Headquarters shall be established in the District of Columbia, and all 
-~ and publications shall be signed by the President General, attested by the 
ecretary. 


ARTICLE 3 
Organization 


Each State Wheel shall be represented by a resident State Regent, who auto- 
matically becomes the Hub of the State where her headqu: arters shall be estab- 
lished. Each Spoke radiating from the Hub of the State Wheel, automatically 
becomes the Hub of the city where a Wheel, consisting of not less than seven 
members, is located, and every Wheel subsequently organized in such city, be- 
comes a Spindle of the Wheel. 


Not less than seven members constitute a Wheel and each member shall be 
known as a Spoke. 


om ARTICLE 4 
Jurisdiction 


The jurisdiction of The Wheel of Progress shall include all Wheels throughout 
the United States and its Territories. 
State, city, and community Wheels are granted the right to make all necessary 


laws for local government that do not conflict with the laws of this Constitution 
and Bylaws. 


Object 


Sec. 1. To defend the Constitution of the United States as the noblest chart of 
liberty ever conceived by the mind of man. 

Sec. 2. To work for representative government by bringing the citizens to exer- 
cise the elective franchise to the end that the democracy of which the founders 
dreamed shall at last be ratified in ‘‘a government by the people.” 

Sec. 3. To unite the women of the country, regardless of party affiliation, in 
order to protect the rights, advance the interests, and promote the welfare of the 
citizens of this Republic, and 

Sec. 4. To establish a Bureau of Information for the dissemination of knowledge 
to further the purposes of this organization. 


ARTICLE 5 


ARTICLE 6 
Officers 


The officers of the National organization of The Wheel of Progress shall be a 
President General; First, Second, Third, and Fourth Vice President; a Secretary- 
Treasurer; an Assistant Secretary; a Historian; a Parliamentarian; a Registrar; 
a Chaplain; a Counselor; and a Board of Auditors, consisting of three persons, 
all residents in the District of Columbia; a Regent for each State and Territory; 
Board of Directors, who are the Governing Committee, and an Advisory Board 
consisting of ten or more persons, to be appointed, 


ARTICLE 7 
Members and Dues 


Sec. 1. Any person of good character whose application for membership is 
sponsored by two members of the organization and ratified by the Membership 
Committee, who shall pledge allegiance to the Constitution of the United States 
and the rules and regulations of The Wheel of Progress, may become a member 
upon the payment of the initiation fee and three dollars annual dues. 

res 2. There shall be four classes of members, Active, Sustaining, Contributing 
and Life. 

Sec. 3. Each Active member shall pay three dollars annual dues. 

Sec. 4. Any person contributing ten dollars or more annually may become a 
Sustaining member. 

Sec. 5. Any person contributing twenty-five dollars annually may become a 
Contributing member. 

Sec. 6. Any person contributing three hundred dollars or more may become a 
Life member, or upon vote of the Board of Directors this honor may be conferred 
upon certain persons. 

Sec. 7. Upon vote of the Board of Directors the honor of Charter Life Member- 
ship may be conferred on any ‘‘American”’ citizen who has performed some heroic 
act or deed. 

Sec. 8. Only those members whose dues have been paid thirty days prior to 
election shall be entitled to vote. 
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ARTICLE 8 

Election of Officers 

The first National Officers shall hold office until their successors are elected 
which shall be by referendum vote of all members of the Wheel held the first 
Monday in November, nineteen hundred and twenty-six. Thereafter the election 
of said officers shall be by referendum vote of the membership, held in Washington 
on the first Monday in November of each octennial year. The persons receiving 
the greatest number of votes shall be deemed to be duly elected. The term of 
office shall be for eight years or until their successors are duly elected and qualified. 


ARTICLE 9 


Board of Directors or Governing Committee 


The Board of Directors shall consist of seven members, namely, the President- 
General; The First Vice President; the Secretary-Treasurer; the Assistant Secre- 
tary, and three members to be selected by the aforesaid officers every two years, 
which body shall have general supervision of The Wheel of Progress and its 
subordinate Wheels. No persons shall hold two offices. 


ARTICLE 10 
Advisory Board 


The Advisory Board shall consist of ten or more persons to be appointed by the 
Board of Directors whose duties shall be of an advisory nature. 


ARTICLE 11 
Meetings 


Stated meetings shall be held at such time and place as may be designated in 
the By-Laws. Special meetings may be called by the President-General in her 
discretion and shall be called on the written request of ten members in good 
standing. 


ARTICLE 12 
Conventions 


The Conventions of The Wheel of Progress shall be held octennially on the 
first Monday in November in the city of Washington, District of Columbia. All 
arrangements for the same shall be made by the National officers, and at the 
expense of The Wheel of Progress. 


ARTICLE 13 
Representation 


Sec. 1. Each State shall be represented by a Regent, who shall be appointed 
by the Board of Directors, and automatically becomes the Hub of her State. 
Each Spoke radiating from the State Hub automatically becomes the Hub of 
the first Wheel organized in his city or community and all Wheels thereafter 
organized in any city or community shall be designated Axles or Spindles of 
that Wheel. 

Sec. 3. Wheels are entitled to representation in National Conventions of the 
Wheel of Progress according to the following appointment: All Wheels with fifty 
Spokes (members) ten delegrates. Two or more Wheels having a membership of 
less than fifty members in any city or community may combine and with the 
required number of fifty members may elect ten delegates. The certificates of 
the delegates so chosen to be signed by the Hub of the city Wheel, the two Axles 
of the subordinate Wheels and two Spokes of the Wheel she represents. 

Sec. 4. Each delegate shall be entitled to one vote, and no proxies shall be 
allowed. 


ARTICLE 14 
Duties of Officers 


Sec. 1. The President General shall attend and preside at all National Conven- 
tions of The Wheel of Progress during her term of office; she shall at all times 
exercise general supervision over all officers of the organization; supervise plans 
for extending, unifying and rendering efficient the work of the Wheel; she shall 
make her official residence in the District of Columbia; she shall have authority, 
should she become convinced that any officer is derelict in the performance of 
her duty, or has been guilty of any dishonest act, to suspend such officer from her 
official position and with the approval of the Board of Directors may fill all va- 
cancies and appoint all necessary representatives. She shall perform such other 
duties as appertain to her office or as may be required by law. 
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The Vice-Presidents 


Sec. 2. The First Vice-President shall assist the President-General in the dis- 
charge of her duties, and shall perform the duties of the President General in 
her absence, death, ener or resignation from office. She shall attend all 
meetings of the Wheel in Washington and shall be a resident thereof. The Second, 
Third, and Fourth Vice-Presidents in the order of their election shall perform the 
duties of the President General in her absence and the absence of the First 
Vice-President. 

The Secretary- Treasurer 

Sec. 3. The Secretary-Treasurer shall attend all meetings of The Wheel of 
Progress held in Washington, and shall, together with the President General 
establish official headquarters in the city of Washington, D. C. the National 
Hub of the Wheel. She shall be custodian of the books and funds of the organiza- 
tion, and, under direction of the Board of Directors, shall deposit said funds in 
some responsible bank or trust company in the District of Columbia; at the time 
of taking office she shall give bond in the sum of $5,000 as surety for the faithful 
performance of her duties, payable to the President General as trustee for the 
organization, which bond may be increased and shall be paid for by the organiza- 
tion. She shall be Secretary of the Board of Directors and perform such other 
duties as may be required by law, and upon resignation, disability, or the expira- 
tion of her term of office, she shall deliver to her successor all moneys, books and 
papers belonging to her office. 

The Assistant Secretary 

Sec. 4. The Assistant Secretary shall act as Secretary during the absence of 
the latter; shall attend all meetings; assist the Secretary in keeping accurate 
minutes of the proceedings; send out notices of meetings and perform such other 
duties as may come within the scope of the duties of the Secretary-Treasurer, 
and shall be under the direction of the President General and the Secretary. 
Chaplain 

Sec. 5. The Chaplain shall attend all National Conventions or special meetings 
and shall perform such duties as appertain to her office. 

Parliamentarian 

Sec. 6. The Parliamentarian shall attend all National Conventions and assist the 
Chairman in the proceedings pertaining to the proper conduct of the meeting. 
Historian 


Sec. 7. The Historian shall keep a history of the organization in a book for 
that purpose. 


The Counselor 

Sec. 8. The Counselor shall give legal advice and shall conduct all suits at law 
of The Wheel of Progress. 
The Registrar . 

Sec. 9. The Registrar shall accurately record the names of all members in a 
book and have the record present at stated meetings, or upon request of the 
President General or the Board of Directors. 

The Board of Directors 


Sec. 10. The Board of Directors shall have charge, control and supervision of 
the National Headquarters, and shall be empowered to make rules and regulations 
governing thesame. Shall have control of the general business of the organization. 
Four members shall be a quorum for doing business. 


The Regents 


Sec. 11. The Regents shall have control over the Wheels in their respective 
States, under the general supervision and control of the Board of Directors of the 
National Wheel of Progress. 


The City Hubs and Azles 


Sec. 12. The Hubs of City Wheels and Axles of Wheels shall have control of the 
Spokes in their respective Wheels under supervision of the State Regent. All 
matters in dispute shall be referred to the State Regent, who, if unable to settle 
the matter shall refer it to the Board of Directors. 
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Organizers 


Sec. 13. Organizers may be appointed to assist in the organization of new 
Wheels, under the direction of the President General or the State Regent, and shall 


perform such other duties as may be assigned to them by the President General 
or the Board of Directors. 


Vacancies in office 


Sec. 14. In the case of the death, resignation, disqualification or refusal to serve 
of any officer of The Wheel of Progress, the President General with the approval 
of the Board of Directors, shall appoint a successor for the unexpired term. 


ARTICLE 15 
Salaries and expenses 


Sec. 1. The salary of the President General shall be $5,000 per annum; the sal- 
ary of the Secretary-Treasurer shall be $2,500 per annum and the salary of the 
Assistant Secretary shall be $2,000 per annum, said salaries to be paid monthly. 

Sec. 2. The compensation of any other officer or member other than the above 
named officers for performing service under the direction of the President General 
shall be not more than three dollars per day. 

Sec. 3. Any of the aforesaid officers required to perform service away from home 
shall be allowed first-class railroad fare by shortest route to and from their desti- 
nation and hotel expenses. 


ARTICLE 16 
Revenue and funds 


The revenue of The Wheel of Progress shall be derived from contributions of 
Sustaining, Contributing and Life members and annual dues of Active members 
and Charters. One dollar of all annual dues shall be collected by the Hubs and 
Axles of all Wheels and transmitted to the National Secretary-Treasurer upon re- 
ceipt of their Charter, and annually thereafter. 

sec. 1. In addition to the annual dues provided in this Constitution, each Spoke 
of the organization shall pay the sum of twenty-five cents a year as a subscription 


to ‘‘The Spoke of the Wheel” when it is published, the same to be forwarded with 
their annual dues. 


ARTICLE 17 
Amendments 


This Constitution may be amended at the National Convention of the organ- 
ization by a two-thirds vote of the delegates present, provided, that such amend- 
ment or amendments bearing the name of the author, has been proposed six 
months prior thereto and has been mailed to each Wheel for distribution to their 
Spokes sixty days prior to its presentation for adoption by the Convention. 

Roberts Rules of Order shall be the standard authority in governing the de- 
liberations of The Wheel of Progress. 

Adopted Wednesday, October 15, 1926. 


BYLAWS 


ARTICLE 1 
Fiscal year 

Sec. 1. The fiseal year of The Wheel of Progress shall be from the first Monday 
in October to the last Monday in October of each succeeding year. 

Sec. 2. Meetings of Wheels may be held once each month or oftener at any 
date to be selected by them. 

Sec. 3. Not less than seven members shall constitute a Wheel and every mem- 
ber shall be known as a Spoke. 


ARTICLE 2 
Regents 


Sec. 1. Each State shall be entitled to one Regent (or Hub of the State) and 
one Vice Regent. 

Sec. 2. The Regents shall be the official medium of communication between 
the National Wheel and the State Wheels. They shall exert themselves to 
promote the interest of The Wheel of Progress and shall perform such other 
duties as may be assigned them from time to time by the President General or 
Board of Directors for increasing the efficiency of the organization, and shall 
have supervision over the local Wheels in their respective States. The Vice 
Regent shall assist the Regent. 

Sec. 3. The Regents may hold State Conventions annually and may adopt a 
Constitution and make bylaws not in conflict with this Constitution atid By- 
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laws. The plan of work shall be submitted to the President General for her 


approval and that of the Board of Directors, and no work shall be undertaken 
without such approval. 


Sec. 4. State Regents shall keep a correct record of the work done and turn 
the same over to their successors. 


ARTICLE 3 
Committees 


The following standing committees shall be appointed: Membership, Educa- 
tion, Legislation, Program, Ways and Means and Publicity. The Chairman of 
said committees shall select their members. 


Committee on membership 


The Committee on Membership shall pass upon the eligibility of all applications 
for membership and approve or reject the application, but the right of appeal 
shall be to the Board of Directors from any decision of the committee. 


Committee on legislation 

It shall be the duty of the Committee on Legislation to report to the Board of 
Directors on all matters of legislation before the oa ess, which in their opinion, 
should be brought to the attention of the Spokes of The W heel. 


The President General and Secretary shall be ex officio members of all com- 
mittees. 


ARTICLE 4 
Order of business 


Call to Order. 

Prayer by Chaplain. 
Reading of Minutes. 
Address of Speaker. 
Reports of Committees. 
New Business. 


ARTICLE 5 
Amendments 


The Bylaws may be amended at any regular meeting by a two-thirds vote of 


those present, provided the amendment has been presented at a previous 
meeting. 


Seven members shall constitute a quorum. The President shall name the 
Chairman of all standing committees. 


Robert Rules of Order shall govern the organization. 


Mrs. WorrE.tL. We hope that this committee will report this out 
as it is, and not make any amendments. 

Is there anybody here from the Ladies of the Grand Army, Mrs. 
Miller? 

Mrs. Miiuer. You are, today. 

Mrs. Worretu. Then, I am represeating the National President, 
Miss Theo McCallum, of the Ladies of the Grand Army of the Repub- 
lic, and we have been members of this organization for a great many 
years. 

We have over 16,060 members all over this United States, and we 
have passed many resolutions relative to this amendment. 

We hope that there will be no change made in it. It has been 
written in such a way that we think it is O. K., and I thank you, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Lancer. Do we have your address, Mrs. Worrell? 

Mrs. Worretu. Apartment 515, East Clifton Terrace. 

Mr. Smrruey. Washington, D. C.? 

Mrs. WorrRELL. Yes. 

Mrs. Miuuer. Mr. Chairman, it seems very fitting that a descend- 
ant of the man who saved the Union should be the last to speak. 

Those men who gave their last measure of devotion, as Lincoln said, 
did this to save—gave their lives to save the Union, and to make 
physical freedom a reality in this country, and so it is only fitting 
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that a woman representing the organizations of the Union should 
now come and ask you to complete and further the reality of freedom, 
not only for those who are in chains, or were in chains, before the 
Civil War, but those who are, in many States, in industrial chains now. 

Thank you, and we are finished. 

Mr. Smirney. Mr. Andrew J. Biemiller, legislative representative, 
AFL-CIO, is our next witness, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Lancer. Good morning; glad to see you again. 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Bremitter. Mr. Chairman, my name is Andrew J. Biemiller, 
and I am legislative representative for the American Federation of 
Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations. 

My office is at 901 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

In accordance with the unanimous vote of the constitutional 
convention of the AFL-CIO, I am appearing on behalf of our 15 
million members in opposition to the so-called equal rights amendment. 

Our convention statement on women workers expressed our 
resolve 
to continue working to advance the conditions of workingwomen through collective 
bargaining and by the passage of Federal and State legislation. 

The following paragraphs deal specifically with the subject matter of 
the amendment you are considering: 


Millions of workingwomen are members of unions represented in this conven- 
tion, and both the AFL and the CIO have long fought for equal treatment of 
women. Our women members have fully deomonstrated their firm devotion to 
the principles of unionism, and have contributed immeasurably to the many 
improvements obtained by the labor movement through collective bargaining, 
community activities, and political action. 

Women now constitute one-third of the labor force, many of whom are em- 
ployed in occupations and industries which have not had the benefits of unionism 
and where low wages, inadequate security, and substandard conditions of work 
prevail. 

* * * * * * * 

We support elimination of restrictions on women’s rights as citizens and 
property owners. We oppose the miscalled “equal rights amendment,” which 
would endanger longstanding Federal and State legislation enacted to establish 
wages, hours, safety, and other standards for women workers. 


In addition the resolution urged our officers and our affiliates— 


to continue traditional union efforts to overcome discrimination against women 
on the job or in the community, and to support actively protection of women’s 
rights through clauses in union contracts providing equal treatment in pay, 
hiring, upgrading, training, layoffs, or similar procedures. 

I would like to have the entire text of this resolution included as 
part of the record of hearings of your committee. 

Senator Lancer. So ordered. 

Mr. Bremi.uer. I will furnishing it to the clerk. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


WomEN WORKERS 


Millions of working women are members of unions represented in this con- 
vention, and both the AFL and the CIO have long fought for equal treatment 
of women. Our women members have fully demonstrated their firm devotion 
to the principles of unionism, and have contributed immeasurably to the many 
improvements obtained by the labor movement through collective bargaining, 
community activities, and political action. 
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Women now constitute one-third of the labor force, many of whom are em- 
ployed in occupations and industries which have not had the benefits of unionism 
and where low wages, inadequate security, and substandard conditions of work 
prevail. 

Under such conditions, unions are essential for the advancement of economic 
conditions and human dignity, and we urge these women to enroll in our federa- 
tion to gain for themselves high living standards and greater dignity in their 
work. 

In the past, our affiliates have supported many types of labor legislation especi- 
ialiy designed to safeguard women from such abuses as substandard wages, 
excessive hours, and unhealthy working conditions. Such legislation has rein- 
forced collective bargaining advances and has paved the way for laws such as 
the Fair Labor Standards Act which give similar protection to men. However, 
even today in many States labor laws designed to protect women, or both men 
and women, are still inadequate, or altogether absent. 

These protective labor laws continue to be threatened by the miscalled ‘“‘equal 
rights amendment,’ which organized labor has opposed. While presumably 
designed to give women rights equal with men, this amendment is so worded 
that it would place in jeopardy all the many State laws which now offer protec- 
tion to women against substandard wages, hours, and working conditions. Organ- 
ized labor has taken the leadership in opposing this amendment which is also 
opposed by a large number of women’s organizations as well as the United States 
Department of Labor. 

‘he achievement of equal pay for comparable work has long been a fundamental 
objective of organized labor. Special efforts have been made both by collective 
bargaining and by legislation to achieve this objective: Now, therefore, be it 

Reso ved, This convention of the AFL-CIO urges our officers and our affiliates 
to continue working to advance the conditions of workingwomen through col- 
lective bargaining and by the passage of Federal and State legislation. 

While we shall continue union efforts to increase the earning capacity of all 
workers so that wives and mothers are not driven into the labor market by sub- 
standard family incomes, we recognize that increasing numbers of women are 
seeking jobs in order to obtain more adequate family living levels and to contribute 
to community affairs. We support pregrams that make it easier for women to 
earn a living without endangering their own health or the welfare of their families. 

We support elimination of restrictions on women’s rights as citizens and prop- 
erty owners. We oppose the miscalled “equal rights amendment,”’ which would 
endanger long-standing Federal and State legislation enacted to establish wages, 
hours, safety, and other standards for women workers. 

We recommend that the officers of the federation study bill H. R. 6503 pro- 
viding equal pay for comparable work with a view to taking whatever action 
seems appropriate. 

We urge our officers and our affiliates to continue traditional union efforts 
to overcome discrimination against women on the job or in the community, and 
to support actively protection of women’s rights through clauses in union con- 
tracts providing equal treatment in pay, hiring, upgrading, training, layoffs or 
similar procedures. 

We urge that the Women’s Bureau of the United States Department of Labor 
consider the advancement of the welfare of women in industry its first objective, 
as provided by law, and that the Bureau receive adequate funds to expand its 
work for this purpose and for constructive education on women’s rights. 


Mr. Bremitier. This position of the AFL-CIO is in line with 
policies which the AFL and the CIO had held for many years. We 
know that many women’s organizations agree with us in opposing the 
so-called equal rights amendment. They are keenly aware, as are our 
members, of the disastrous effects which its passage would have on 
much protective legislation throughout the Nation. 

Every State law that has been passed to protect working women 
from low wages, long hours, and poor working conditions might be 
challenged in the courts on the grounds that it conflicted with this 
proposed constitutional amendment. Many years might be required 
to settle the issues even if the final outcome were favorable. 

In spite of the tremendous progress our unions have made in 
securing better wages, hours, and working conditions in organized 
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industries, many millions of workingwomen unfortunately do not 
have the protection of unions. Their conditions have to some extent 
been improved by our union advances, but they still need State laws 
to assure rest periods or seats, to establish minimum wages, and to 
prohibit overlong hours. 

As out resolution shows, we are resolved to continue our efforts to 
overcome specific discriminations against women in their occupations, 
as citizens, and as property owners. Much can be done, and has been 
done, to achieve these goals without such a drastic and disastrous 
step as the enactment of this constitutional amendment. 

J also wish to add one more point, Mr. Chairman, just to keep the 
record straight. 

The matter of the Hayden rider has been raised here in testimony. 
It is true that we prefer no amendment whatsoever, but it is equally 
true that we have supported the Hayden rider, and I want the record 
to show that the labor movement has supported the Hayden rider; 
not merely is it a Communist device, as has been intimated here in 
earlier testimony. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you. 

Call your next witness. 

Mr. SmitHey. Miss Louise Stitt, member of the national board, 
National Consumers League. 


STATEMENT OF LOUISE STITT, MEMBER, NATIONAL BOARD, 
NATIONAL CONSUMERS LEAGUE, CLEVELAND, OHIO 


Miss Stitt. Mr. Chairman, I am representing the National 
Consumers League, an organization that is more than 50 years old. 
We were organized by Florence Kelley in 1899. And the purpose of 
our organization is to provide adequate labor legislation, both for 
men and for women. But we begin with legislation for women, 
because the women were those who needed such legislation first. 

We have appeared for 37 years against the equal-rights amend- 
ment. We began before that to oppose it. Florence Kelley, one of 
the most remarkable women in the United States, saw the fallacies of 
the equal-rights amendment in 1921. And our organization, alon 
with most of the substantial women’s organizations in the Unite 
States, together with the labor organizations in the United States, 
both the CIO and the A. F. of L., and many international unions, and 
the leading constitutional lawyers in the United States, opposed the 
equal-rights amendment. 

Now, to let you know that we are an exceedingly substantial group of 
citizens, our vice presidents include Elizabeth Brandeis, the daughter 
of the famous member of the Supreme Court; there is Dorothy Can- 
field Fisher; Archbishop Robert E. Lucey; Frances Perkins; Josephine 
Roche; Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Hyde Park, N. Y.; Bishop 
William Scarlett of St. Louis. 

And some of our honorary vice presidents include Sarah Gibson 
Blanding, of Vassar College; J. Douglas Brown, Princeton University; 
Charles E. Clark, Yale University; Carter Goodrich, Columbia 
University; William Haber, University of Michigan; Walton H. 
Hamilton, Yale University; Sumner H. Slichter, Harvard University; 
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Paul S. Taylor, University of California; Vincent H. Whitney, 
Brown University; Walter F. Wilcox, Cornell University; and Edwin 
E. Witte, University of Wisconsin. 

Some of our council members include Arthur J. Altmeyer; Mary 
Anderson, the head of the Women’s Bureau, from its beginning until 
her retirement in 1954; William H. Davis, the famous conciliator from 
New York; Mrs. Herbert Lehman, wife of the Senator; Katherine F. 
Lenroot, for years the head of the Children’s Bureau; Frieda S. 


Miller, Mrs. Anderson’s successor; and Nathan Straus. 


Those are just some. 


I would like to introduce our letterhead into the record. 
Senator LANGER. It will be admitted. 
(The letterhead of the National Consumers League is as follows:) 


NATIONAL CoNsuMERS LEAGUE FOR FatrR Laror STANDARDS 


348 Engineers Building, Main 1—-1175, Cleveland 14, Ohio 


Elizabeth 8S. Magee, General Secretary 


John Howland Lathrop, President 

Hyman Schroeder, Treasurer 

Mrs. Richard A. Zwemer, Recording 
Secretary 


Morris S. Rosenthal, Chairman, Board of 
Directors 

Walter Frank, Vice Chairman 

Louise Stitt, Vice Chairman 


VICE PRESIDENTS 


Elizabeth Brandeis, Madison, Wis. 

Mary Dewson, Penobscot, Me. 

Mrs. Dorothy Caulfield Fisher, Arling- 
ton, Vt. 

Mrs. Thomas Fleming, Pasadena, Calif. 

Pauline Goldmark, Hartsdale, N. Y. 

Alice Hamilton, M. D., Hadlyme, Conn. 

John Haynes Holmes, New York, N. Y. 

Alice W. Hunt, Providence, R. I. 


Archbishop Robert E. 
Antonio, Tex. 

Frances Perkins, Washington, D. C. 

Josephine Roche, Washington, D.C. 

Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Hyde 
Park, N. Y. 

Bishop William Scarlett, St. Louis, Mo. 

Robert Szold, New York, N. Y. 


Lucey, San 


HONORARY VICE PRESIDENTS 


Mrs. Barbara N. Armstrong, Univ. of 
California 

Sarah Gibson Blanding, Vassar College 

J. Douglas Brown, Princeton Univerity 

Charles E. Clark, Yale University 

Paul H. Douglas, United States Senator 
from Illinois 

Carter Goodrich, Columbia University 

Frank P. Graham, United Nations, N.Y. 

William Haber, University of Michigan 

Walton H. Hamilton, Yale University 


BOARD OF 


Broadus Mitchell, Rutgers University 
Arthur H. Schlesinger, Jr., Harvard 
University 
Sumner H. Slichter, Harvard University 
Paul S. Taylor, University of California 
Caroline Ware, Howard University 
Colston Warne, Amherst College 
Vincent H. Whitney, Brown University 
Walter F. Wilcox, Cornell University 
Edwin E Witte, University of Wisconsin 


DIRECTORS 


Mrs. Margaret F. Ackroyd Mrs. Mary Dublin Key- Victor Reuther 


Mrs. W. Russell Bowie 
Grace L. Coyle 

Mary L. Dyckman 
John A, Fitch 


serling 


Rosamond Lamb 
John Howland Lathrop 
Richard A. Lester 


Morris 8. Rosenthal 
Theodore Sanders, M.D. 
Hyman Schroeder 

Mrs. Paul Sifton 


Walter Frank Mrs. Emily Sims Mar- Louise Stitt 


Walter Gellhorn 
Eleanor M. Hadley 


connier 


Walter Mason 


R. Peter Straus 
L. Metealfe Walling 


Minna F. Kassner Mrs. Thomas F. McAl- Mrs. Richard A. Zwemer 


Florence M. Kelley lister 
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COUNCIL 
Edith Abbott, Grand Island, Nebr. Katherine F. Lenroot, Hartsdale, N. Y, 
Arthur J. Altmeyer, Madison, Wis. Lucy Randolph Mason, Atlanta, Ga. 
Beulah Amidon, New York, N. Y. Frieda§S. Miller, New York, N. Y. 
Mary Anderson, Washington, D.C. George Mitchell, Atlanta, Ga. 
Clara M. Beyer, Washington, D.C. David A. Morse, Geneva, Switzerland 
Mrs. Evaline Burns, New York, N. Y. Mrs. Frances Mueller. Detroit, Mich. 
Stuart Chase, New York, N. Y. Mrs. W. A. Newell, Morganton, N.C. 
William L. Chenery, Menlo Park, Calif. Nathan Straus, New York, N. Y. 
William H. Davis. New York, N. Y. Jeanette Studley, Hartford, Conn. 
Mrs. Helen Gahagan Douglas, Los Frances Thompson, Louisville, Ky. 
Angeles, Calif. Mary van Kleeck, New York, N. Y. 
Varden Fuller, Berkeley, Calif. Mrs. Eva Whiting White, Boston, Mass. 
Kenneth D. Johnson, New York, N. Y. Mrs. Katharine Elkus White, Red 
Edgar F. Johnston, Detroit, Mich. Bank, N. J. 
Nicholas Kelley, New York, N. Y. Mrs. Robert M. Woodbury, Bryn 


Mrs. Herbert Lehman, New York, N. Y. Mawr, Pa. 
William M. Leiserson, Washington, Mrs. Hubert Wyckoff, Watsonville, 
DC; Calif. 


The National Consumers League is an educational movement founded in May, 1899, 
to awaken consumers’ interest in their responsibility for conditions under which 
goods are made and distributed, and through investigation, education, and legisla- 
tion, to promote fair labor standards. 

Miss Stirr. Now, we, along with these other substantial citizen, 
oppose the equal-rights amendment, because we know that it will not 
achieve the things which its proponents claim. It will not provide 
women with jobs. There is no law against women holding jobs. It 
will not provide women with jobs, it will not give equal pay. There is 
no law that prohibits women being paid the same wages as men. It 
will not bring patients to women physicians. There is no law prevent- 
ing men from going to women physicians, or women going to women 
physicians, there is no law. It will not bring women more business, 
nor women lawyers more clients. 

The amendment would only provide equality of rights under the 
law; where there are no laws preventing these things, the equal-rights 
amendment would do nothing. 

And none of these handicaps, so-called by proponents of the equal- 
rights amendment, are prevented by law. They are prevented by 
custom and tradition, which, as I was much interested to hear from 
Mrs. Hartz’ testimony, and from the president of the A. F. of L. and 
the CIO, are rapidly changing, and women are doing very well without 
an equal-rights amendment. 

We oppose the equal-rights amendment not only because it won’t 
do the things that are claimed for it, but because of the things that it 
will do. It will create great dangers to our society by the adoption 
of this amendment. It would transfer every provision of law concern- 
ing women into a constitutional issue, to be ultimately resolved by the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and would create uncertainty 
and confusion in the wide field of laws of property, of personal status, 
and of marriage. 

it would wipe out the special labor legislation for women, such as 
State minimum wage laws and hour laws. Every Secretary of Labor 
since 1923, when this amendment was first introduced into the Con- 
gress, has publicly and officially opposed the adoption of such an 
amendment. 

The head of the Women’s Bureau since it was organized in 1920, 
has publicly and officially opposed the equal rights amendment. Our 
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present Secretary of Labor is no exception. I am holding a letter in 
my hand from Mr. James Mitchell, Secretary of Labor, in which he 
says that he testified before the Judiciary Committee of the House 
April 2, 1954, in regard to the equal rights amendment as follows: 


“The uncertainties and unsettling effect created by— 
what was then— 


Senate Judicial Resolution 49 would remain until removed by years of liti¢ation 
in every State. For this primary reason, I cannot recommend favorable action on 
the proposal. 


He also says: 


Our position is unchanged. 


Now, I think that for the sake of the record, it is important that I 
explain how we got this letter. 

We read in the official organ of the Women’s Party, called the Equal 
Rights Magazine, the October 1954 issue: 

On March 10, 1954 (in an interview with representatives of the National 
Women’s Party) Mrs. Alice K. Leopold, Director of the Women’s Bureau, made 
the statement publicly and officially, that the Women’s Bureau, acting under 
direction of the Secretary of Labor, wished to inform us that its present policy is to 
withdraw all opposition to the equal rights amendment. 

You can imagine, after 30 years of opposition, after having the 
strong and official opposition of the Department of Labor and the 
Women’s Bureau, which was originated for and has continued to 
operate for the interests of women, how it was to read such a statement 
as that. 

So, a letter signed by the following organizations was addressed to 
the Secretary of Labor, inquiring on what ground he changed the 
official position of the Government on this issue. This letter was 
sigaed by the American Civil Liberties Union; the American Federa- 
tion of Labor; the American Federation of Teachers; Americans for 
Democratic Action; Communication Workers of America, C. I. O.; 
Congress of Industrial Organizations; the national board, Young 
Women’s Christian Association; the National Federation of Settle- 
ments and Neighborhood Centers—all pretty substantial groups 
National Consumers League, which is mine; National Council of Catho- 
lic Women; National Council of Jewish Women; National Council of 
Negro Women—these are al] the leading organizations of these 
groups—the United Automobile Workers; the United Churchwomen, 
which represents the Protestant women of the country; United Hatters, 
Cap and Millinery Workers International Union; the United Textile 
Unioa of America, C. I. O.; the Women’s Trade Union League of New 
York, and the Women’s Society for Christian Service of the Methodist 
Church. 

Our protest—our inquiry, it was an inquiry, which I would like to 
introduce into the record—— 

Senator Lancer. It will be admitted as a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

FeprRuary 18, 1955, 
Hon, James P. MiTcHELL, 
Secretary of Labor, 


Department of Labor, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
My Dear Secretary MircHe.iu: The national organizations signing this 
letter, together with many other similar groups, have long opposed the so-called 
equal rights amendment. Our opposition is based on the opinion of some of the 
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best legal authorities in the country, who have advised us that adoption of the 
amendment ‘‘would transform every provision of law concerning women into a 
constitutional issue to be ultimately resolved by the Supreme Court of the United 
States,’”’ and would create “‘uncertainty and confusion in the wide fields of the 
law of property, of personal status and of marriage.” 

Our specific concern at this writing is with the effect of the proposed amendment 
on special labor legislation for women. - Most of our organizations have sponsored 
such labor laws, and have worked hard to improve their administration and 
strengthen their provisions. The Secretaries of Labor in the past always have 
advocated and encouraged the passage of such laws as one means of “ promoting 
the welfare of wage-earning women,”’ a charge made upon the Secretary of Labor 
by the acts creating both the Department of Labor and the Women’s Bureau. 

Our organizations have been advised by eminent students of constitutional law, 
and a series of solicitors of labor that the adoption of the equal rights amendment 
“would certainly throw the bulk of labor legislation for women into a state of 
confusion and uncertainty, if it did not, in fact, result in complete elimination of 
such legislation.’”’ Presumably because of similar legal advice, every Secretary 
of Labor since 1923, when the equal rights amendment was first proposed, has 
publicly and officially opposed the adoption of such an amendment to the 
Constitution. 

In view of these facts, you can understand our astonishment, when our attention 
recently was called to the following statement published by the National Woman’s 
Party—chief advocate of the equal rights amendment—in the October 1954 issue 
of its official organ: 

“On March 10, 1954 (in an interview with representatives of the National 
Woman’s Party) Mrs. Alice K. Leopold, Director of the Women’s Bureau, made 
the statement publicly and officially, that the Women’s Bureau, acting under 
direction of the Secretary of Labor, wished to inform us that its present policy is 
to withdraw all opposition to the equal rights amendment.” 

On February 16, 1954, representatives of 20 organizations opposing the equal 
rights amendment, who met with Mrs. Leopold to discuss with her our position 
on the amendment, were not told that the Secretary of Labor was reconsidering 
the Department’s position on the equal rights amendment. We are writing to 
inquire whether your position on the amendment has been misinterpreted by the 
Equal Rights magazine: or whether, in fact, the Women’s Bureau “acting under 
your direction’’ has withdrawn all opposition to the equal rights amendment. 
If the position of the Department has been changed on this issue after all these 
years, we should like very much to know whether this change is based on new 
legal information concerning the effects of the amendment, or as the result of a 
reappraisal of established principles of constitutional law. 

Of such importance is this issue and the position of the Secretary of Labor on 
it to our organizations and our individual members, that we are asking for a 
conference of representatives of our organizations with you in order that the 
current official policy of the Department of Labor may be clarified for us, and 
the legal grounds for any change in policy may be explained. 

We will appreciate your sending your reply to Miss Irma Piepho, National 
Council of Catholic Women, 1312 Massachusetts Avenue, NW., Washington, 
D. C. (Republic 7—-3553). 

Respectfully yours, 

American Civil Liberties Union, Patrick Murphy Malin, Executive 
Director; American Federation of Labor; American Federation of 
Teachers, Selma Borchardt, Washington Representative; Ameri- 
cans for Democratic Action, Robert R. Nathan, Chairman, 
National Executive Committee; Communications Workers of 
America, CIO, Helen Berthelot; Congress of Industrial Organi- 
zations, Robert Oliver, Assistant to President and director, ClO 
Legislstive Committee; National Board, Young Women’s Chris- 
tian Association, Gladys Cornell Irwin; National Federation of 
Settlements and Neighborhood Centers, Fern M. Colborn, Secre- 
tary, Social Education and Action; National Consumers League, 
Elizabeth 8S. Magee, General Secretary; National Council of 
Catholic Women, Margaret Mealey, Executive Secretary; 
National Council of Jewish Women, Mrs. Thomas Parsonnet, 
Chairman Public Affairs Committee; National Council of Negro 
Women, Naomah W. Maise, Executive Director; United Auto- 
mobile Workers, Caroline Davis, Director, Woman’s Bureau, 
UAW-CIO; United Church Women, Esther C. Stamats, Director, 
Christian Social Relations; United Hatters, Cap and Millinery 
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Workers, International Union, AFL, Marx Lewis, General 
Secretary-Treasurer; United Textile Union of America, CIO, 
John W. Edelman, Legislative Representitive; Women’s Trade 
Union League of New York, Gerel Rubien, President; Women’s 
Society for Christian Service, M. E. Church, Thelma Stevens, 
Executive Secretary, Department of Christian Social Relations. 
Marcu 3, 1955. 
Dear Miss PretHo—I have your letter of February 18 inquiring as to the 
position of the Department of Labor on the equal rights amendment. 
Our view is best stated in a letter that I wrote to the chairman of the House 


Committee on the Judiciary on April 2, 1954, with regard to Senate Joint Res- 
olution 49, as follows: 


“The uncertainties and unsettling effect created by Senate Joint Resolution 
49 would remain until removed by years of litigation in every State. For this 
primary reason, I cannot recommend favorable action on the proposal.” 

Our position is unchanged. 


Mrs. Leopold has advised me that the statement which appeared in the Oc- 
tober 1954 issue of the magazine Equal Rights, published by the National Wom- 
an’s Party did not accurately report the statement which she made to the 
representatives of that organization on March 10, 1954. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) James MITCHELL, 
Secretary of Labor. 

Miss Stirr. Our inquiry was replied to by Mr. Mitchell as Secre- 
tary of Labor, with this addition: 

Mrs. Leopold has advised me that the statement which appeared in the Oc- 
tober 1954 issue of the magazine Equal Rights, published by the National Wom- 
en’s Party, did not accurately report the statement which she made to the 
representatives of that organization on March 10, 1954. 

This is official. 

Thank you very much. 

I would like to introduce these statements of lawyers and legal 
scholars, opposing the equal-rights amentment, some of the out- 
standing legal authorities and deans of law colleges in the United 
States. This is published by my organization, too. 

Senator Lancer. That will be introduced as an exhibit. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 1’’, and will be 
found in the appendix of the record.) 

Miss Stirr. I would like to introduce this also. It is a publication 
of our organization. 

(The document entitled “Don’t Buy a Gold Brick,” of the Na- 
tional Consumers League, was marked “Exhibit 2,” and will be 
found in the appendix of the record.) 

Miss Srirr. I heard mention of a Women’s Joint Legislative Com- 
mittee this morning. The original Women’s Joint Congressional 
Committee was founded in 1920. Mrs. Florence Kelley, Mrs. Capp, 
and all of the important women of that time, were the charter mem- 
bers through their organizations, which were organizations sponsoring 
welfare and social and labor legislation. 

This organization has been in operation all these years. As an 
organization, we sponsor nothing. But our organizations, as mem- 
bers, do. And one of the things that the member organizations of 
the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee has opposed is the equal- 
rights amendment. I would like to introduce that into the record. 

Senator Lancer. It may be accepted as an exhibit. 

(The document referred to, headed ‘“‘Women’s Joint Congressional 
Committee’? was marked “Exhibit 3,’”’ and will be found in the 
appendix of the record.) 
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Miss Stirr. Thank you very much. 

Senator Lancer. Call your next witness. 

Mr. Smrruey. Is Mrs. Isabella J. Jones, chairman of the national 
legislation committee of the National Federation of Business and 
Professional Women’s Clubs present? 


STATEMENT OF CATHERINE COONEY, LEGISLATIVE STAFF ASSO- 
CIATE, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF BUSINESS AND PROFES- 
SIONAL WOMEN’S CLUBS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Miss Cooney. She is unable to appear for the hearing, but I have 
a statement from her. 


Mr. SmiruHey. Does she wish to appear, or just to file the state- 
ment? 


Miss Cooney. If the hearings are held at a later date when she 


can come, she may wish to appear, but I have a statement from her 
now. 


I am Miss Catherine Cooney, legislative staff associate for the 
National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs. 
Mrs. Isabella J. Jones is the chairman of the national legislation com- 
mittee of the National Federation of Business and Professional 
Women’s Clubs, and has a statement in support of Joint Resolution 39 
from our federation. 

Mr. SmirHey. Would you file your statement, then. 

(The prepared statement of Isabella J. Jones, in full, chairman, 
national legislation committee, National Federation of Business and 
Professional Women’s Clubs, Inc., is as follows:) 


STaTEMENT Suemitrep By Mrs. IsapeLtLa J. JONES, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATION COMMITTEE, IN Support OF SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 39 


The National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs, Ine. 
is compris d of approximately 165,000 women actively engaged in business and 
the prof ssions, organized into 3,100 clubs. We have one or more clubs in every 
congr’ssional district. Sines 1937, our organization has supported the equal- 
rights am  ndment to the United States Constitution, as the most effective means 
of adjusting the legal inequitics based on sex which exist in the United States, 
Accredit d delegates from the clubs and State federations in the 48 States; Wash- 
ington, D. C.; Alaska; and Hawaii reaffirmed support for the amendment at our 
National P-iennial Convention held in St. Louis in 1954. 

The Constitution has been construed as granting certain rights only to men. 
The 14th and 15th amendments give equal protection and political rights to all 
persons, Yet the effect of court decisions has been to except women in certain 
of their applications. 

The 19th amendment, in 1920, gave women the right to vote but did not give 
them legal equality in other respects. Over a period of years, there has been 
some improvement in women’s status, through changes in State and Federal laws. 
However, in some States today, the rights of women are considerably inferior to 
the rights of men. 

In the absence of a constitutional amendment, some State legislatures which 
have granted rights to women have subsequently withdrawn the same rights. 

There need be no fear that the equal-rights amendment will interfere with 
States’ rights to legislate on health, welfare, and civil matters. The only limita- 
tion imposed by the constitutional amendment on equal rights will be that laws 
shall apply to all citizens, without regard to sex. 

Yor years, organizations and governmental agencies have assembled compila- 
tions, State by State, of laws which differentiate on the basis of sex. Printed 
testimony of the hearings before congressional judiciary committees carry the 
documented facts. No one denies that discriminations exist. 

The chief objection to the amendment seems to stem from a fear that it would 
oullify ‘‘protective’”’ legislation. Restrictive work laws for women only (maxi- 
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mum hours, wages, and conditions of work applying to women only) serve to 
make employment of women a matter of additional burden to employers. This 
results in discriminations in the employment of women, a hardship greatly in- 
creased in times of depressed employment. 

The National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs believes 
that all workers should be insured favorable working conditions, regardless of 
sex, and that legislative progress in this direction would be more rapid if working 
men and women enjoyed equality under a constitutional amendment. 

Moreover, under the equal rights amendment, there could still be special 
protective legislation for citizens as a class, regardless of sex. Veterans’ legisla- 
tion protects a class. It is not based on sex, but on the circumstances of a group 
of citizens. Similarly, there can be laws concerning such special groups as 
children, orphans, mothers. We believe there is a real need for supplanting cur- 
rent piotective legislation exclusively for women by new and broader laws protect- 
ing both men and women, without discrimination. 

There is known to be substantial support for the equal rights amendment. 
Both the Republican and Democratic National Conventions adopted platforms 
in 1952 pledged to the support of the equal rights amendment. 

The equal rights amendment will not require more extensive testing by the 
courts than anv other new law. To become a law, the equal rights amendment 
will have to be ratified by 36 State legislatures. There would be sufficient time 
between passage and ratification to bring State laws into harmony with the 
amendment. 

Efforts toward equality have proven successful. Federal law during wartime 
placed women in the service on an equal basis with men in relation to pay, status, 
and benefits. This gave impetus to the acceptance and utilization of women’s 
capacities, and_proved the value of women as an integral part of the service. 

The United Nations Charter, to which the United States is signatory, states 
in its preamble, as one of its purposes, ‘‘to reaffirm faith in the equal rights of men 
and women.” By subscribing to the Charter, each nation has endorsed this 
principle. Internationally, so far as equal legal rights are concerned, we lag 
behind countries which the United States itself has encouraged to grant equality 
to women. Egypt, Burma, Greece, Japan, Western Germany, and Pakistan 
have all given constitutional equality to women. The prestige of the United 
States is assailed by Russia, on the grounds that it does not grant its women 
equal legal rights. If our Constitution contained the equal rights amendment, 
the United States would not be placed in the position of endorsing this principle 
in theory but being unable to put it into effect. 

Our country needs the intelligent acceptance of responsibility by all of its citi- 
zens. More than 50 percent of the American people are women. With women 
under legal disability, this means that over half our citizens are prevented from 
making their maximum contribution to the solution of the critical problems 
which face us. 

It is recognized that the intangibles of social inequalities cannot be solved by 
legislation. Nevertheless, it can hardly be doubted that nondiscriminatory law 
is basic to the achievement of a just society; and the only apparent way the 
citizens of the several states can be assured of nondiscriminatory laws is by the 
passage of the equal rights amendment to the United States Constitution. 

We advocate the favorable action of this committee on Senate Joint Resolution 
39, the equal rights amendment. 


Mr. SmirHey. Mrs. Louis Ottenberg, the National Council of 
Jewish Women. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. LOUIS OTTENBERG, NATIONAL COUNCIL 
OF JEWISH WOMEN 


Mrs. OrreENBERG. I am Mrs. Louis Ottenberg, 3900 16th Street 
NW. I represent the National Council of Jewish Women, which has 
for the past 60 years been in the forefront in working for the protec- 
tion of women and children in industry, in the home, and in the 
professions, and I would like to make this statement. 

I want to say that I also worked in suffrage—I worked for suffrage. 
And I don’t think my children would be ashamed of the fact that | 
am opposing this amendment today. 
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We oppose the equal rights amendment because such an amend- 
ment to the Constitution would place in jeopardy all the laws pro- 
tecting women. 

Prohibited by this loosely worded amendment will be all special 
legislation for women in industry, protection of widows under our 
social-security system, support for wives and minor children, pro- 
tection of girls and young women against sexual offenses; the protec- 
tion of widows alone concerns not only mothers’ pensions but limita- 
tions on creditors to levy upon the widow’s property for his debts, 
and her rights for not only workmen’s compensation but also for 
survivors insurance. The laws of our States are filled with special 
laws for the help and protection of widows, support for wives and 
minor children. 

Can we overlook the facts of family life? There certainly can be 
no doubt that the law may properly impose different duties on the 
parents. The obligations of the father to support his family must 
remain as long as our concept of family life makes it the basic sociolog- 
ical unit. “ 

To be realistic, the different duties of husband and wife as con- 
ceived by law, certainly makes it clear where the obligation lies. 
When a breadwinner deserts his family, especially where the wife is 
pregnant, practically every State in the Union recognizes the hus- 
band’s primary liability to support his family. 

What will happen to these State laws if the amendment is adopted? 

Our considered opinion, based upon the opinions of our outstanding 
lawyers and jurists, is that interminable confusion and uncertainty 
in the law will result, endless litigation will follow the passage of such 
an amendment. Many States have laws punishing seduction under 
promise of marriage, punishing persons for enticing a girl under 18 
years of age into a house of ill fame, punishing rape, fixing the age of 
consent for women. 

The Mann Act would be subject to reinterpretation. 

In short, the law universally regards the protection of women, and 
especially young girls, as a matter of great social concern. We grant 
that there are a few minor remaining discriminations against women in 
some of the States. But as has been wisely stated, you do not burn 
down the house to roast a few pigs. 

The various States can be counted upon, and have done so in the 
past, to remove any remaining discriminations. 

Senator Lancer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Smiruey. Mr. Chairman, that concludes the list of those wit- 
nesses who have indicated to me their desire to appear on Senate 
Joint Resolution 39 today. 

Senator Lancer. Is there anyone else here who wishes to appear 
for or against the amendment? 

Mrs. Orrensera. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit a further 
statement. 

(The statement of the National Council of Jewish Women, Inc., 
was subsequently received and is printed herewith:) 


STATEMENT SuBMITTED BY NATIONAL CouNcIL oF Jewish WomeEN, INC., IN 
OppPosITION TO SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 39 


The National Council of Jewish Women was established in 1893. It now has a 
membership of over 100,000 in some 260 communities in 42 States in the United 
States. Since its establishment it has always promoted, among other things, the 














ie 


a 


EQUAL RIGHTS 51 


welfare of the family. As a women’s organization it has concerned itself with 
equal opportunities and responsibilities and equal legal status for women. The 
National Council of Jewish Women, however, is opposed to the equal rights 
amendment. 

In 1923 the convention adopted a resolution which was again reaffirmed at each 
succeeding convention. The following resolution was again reaffirmed at the last 
biennial convention held in New Orleans, La., in March of 1955: 

“The National Council of Jewish Women believes: That women should be 
assured of full civil, political, and economic rights in national and international 
affairs. That to destroy the protection given women by Federal and State laws 
would lower the general labor standards of workers: /t therefore 


‘*Resolves— 


“1. To endorse measures which establish the principle of equality of legal status 
and economic opportunity with equal pay for equal work for men and women; 

“2. To oppose any equal rights amendment which may destroy protective 
legislation for women.” 

The members of our organization want equality for women, but they vigorously 
oppose the equal rights amendment, because they know that it is frequently neces- 
sary to obtain real equality through a difference in treatment rather than an 
identity in treatment. As pointed out in a statement on the legal implications of 
the equal rights amendment, prepared by Prof. Paul Freund, of Harvard Law 
School, and endorsed by deans and professors of leading law schools: 

‘Presumably, the amendment would set up a constitutional yardstick of abso- 
lute equality between men and women in all legal relationships. A more flexible 
view, permitting reasonable differentiation, can hardly be regarded as the object 
of the proposal, since the 14th amendment has long provided that no State shall 
deny to any person the equal protection of the laws, and that amendment permits 
reasonable classifications while prohibiting arbitrary legal discrimination.’ 

It has been stated by proponents of the amendment that the States will retain 
the right to adopt differential legislation when the equal rights amendment be- 
comes part of our Constitution. This view is not shared by legal authorities, nor 
was it shared by a majority of the House Judiciary Committee when it appeared 
to recognize that under the amendment, the many laws protecting the safety and 
welfare of women in industry would necessarily fall. (H. Rept. No. 907, 79th 
Cong., Ist sess.). 

There seems to be some confusion in the minds of the proponents of the amend- 
ment. On the one hand, they state that reasonable differentiation will be per- 
missible under the amendment; on the other hand, they view as discriminatory 
laws designed to protect women as workers and members of families. In a chart 
“showing the discriminations in all the States’ inserted in the record of the hear- 
ings before a subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee of the United States 
Senate in 1945 by Mrs. Emma Miller of the National Woman’s Party, the following 
are among those listed as unequal rights: 

Laws which limit the hours of work of women. 
Laws which provide minimum wages for women. 
Laws which oblige the husband to support his wife. 

And the analysis concludes with: ‘Abolish these discriminations by supporting 
the equal rights amendment.” 

The National Council of Jewish Women believes that the few legal remaining 
discriminations against women, should be removed through orderly legislative 
revision, by means of “specific bills for specific ills.’ To this end, we have con- 
sistently worked for proposals which would provide for equal pay for comparable 
work, jury service for women in the few States where women are not permitted to 
serve, and any other proposals which will remove legal discriminations. This 
procedure is far more rapid and effective, as evidenced by the tremendous changes 
in the legal status of women within the past 30 years since the amendment has 
been before Congress. The dangers implied in the method of improving the status 
of women by means of a constitutional amendment are clearly indicated by Prof. 
Paul #reund when he says: 

“That the proposed equal rights amendment would open up an era of regrettable 
consequences for the legal status of women in this country is highly probable. 
That it would open up a period of extreme confusion in constitutional law is a 
certainty.” 

We respectfully urge that the committee reject Senate Joint Resolution 39. 
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Senator Lancer. We will give you 1 week to get it in. 

Miss Stirr. May I suggest that there may be other organizations— 
as Mrs. Ottenberg said, we had very short notice of this. The Amer- 
ican Nurses Association, a rather young group as compared to mine, 
for example, made up of young women, have studied this thing thor- 
oughly, and they have one of the finest explanations of why intelligent 
thoughtful people who are familiar with the problems of women, 
oppose the equal rights amendment. And we haven’t been able to 
get in touch with them, but I am sure that they would like to file a 
statement. 

Senator LANGER. We will give them a week also, Miss Stitt. 

Mr. Smituey. I might say also that Mrs. Julia Thompson of the 
American Nurses Association communicated with the committee and 
asked permission to file a statement. 

Senator Lancer. Is there anyone else? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. EDELMAN, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Eprevman. I would like to file a statement, with your permission 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Lancer. We will give you a week to do it. 

(The statement referred to was not submitted within the prescribed 
period.) 


STATEMENT OF PATRICIA HARRIS, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF 
NEGRO WOMEN 


Mrs. Harris. The National Council of Negro Women would like 
the right to file a statement in opposition to the amendment. I am 
Mrs. Patricia Harris, 1318 Vermont Avenue NW. 

(The statement was subsequently received and is herewith printed.) 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL CouNcIL OF NEGRO WoMEN IN OpposiTION TO 
THE ADOPTION OF SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 39 AND SENATE JOINT RESOLU- 
TION 15 


The National Council of Negro Women wishes to go on record as opposed to 
the so-called equal rights amendment to the Constitution of the United States as 
embodied in Senate Joint Resolution 15 and Senate Joint Resolution 39. 

The National Council of Negro Women, founded in 1935 by that distinguished 
American, the late Mary McLeod Bethune, has 21 national affiliates and 90 
local councils capable of reaching 850,000 women. The majority of these women 
are employed full time and provide a necessary part of a family income, for they 
are also wives and mothers. In convention after convention these women have 
gone on record in opposition to the so-called equal rights amendment because in 
their view it simply confirms rights they already possess and places in jeopardy 
protections won only after years of hard work. 

We are not unmindful of the fact that certain legal disabilities are still suffered 
by women in certain jurisdictions. However, these disabilities are rapidly dis- 
appearing through repeal in consistent disuse. On the other hand, there is 
greater social acceptance than ever before of the need to grant the protection of 
the society to women as they fulfill their roles as wives and mothers, the touch- 
stone of the all-important family unit. 

We agree that women must enjoy the unimpeded right to manage their lives 
and personal property. There can be no doubt that they are equal to males in: 
their ability to exercise these rights. 

However, the demand of women for equal rights must not be taken to mean 
that men and women have identical needs. As stated before, it is only after long 
years of public education and legislative petition that women have won under- 
standing of their need for special health and welfare protection.. These protec- 
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tions, by and large, are directly related to the special concerns of women who by 
reason of physical structure are not capable of the same activity as men. 

A further social judgment has been made that the community will facilitate the 
assumption of the role of mother by women by extending special protection in 
this area. 


As we look at Senate Joint Resolutions 15 and 39, we are convinced that the 
primary result of the adoption thereof would be to make every legal protection 
of women a constitutional issue and to obstruct the securing of protection where 
they do not now exist. 

The members of the National Council of Negro Women labor under the double 
handicap of race and sex and they have always stood in the forefront of move- 
ments to remove all vestiges of discrimination, the basis of racial origins or sex. 
Were the so-called equal rights amendment capable of extending one right to 
improve the lot of women, no voice would be louder than ours in demanding its 
passage. 

However, we are convinced that the adoption of this amendment would worsen 
the position of all women and we therefore have no alternative to opposing its 
adoption. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Patricia Harris, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee, 
National Council of Negro Women. 
Mrs. Witu1AM THomas Mason, 
President. 

Senator Lancer. Anyone else? 

Mrs. Miuuer. I was very glad to hear Miss Stitt, because I began 
my public career in the Consumers League in Rhode Island, under 
Alice Hunt. 

Miss Strirr. A very fine woman. 

Mrs. Miuuer. | worked to raise the women and girls in the stores 
in Providence, made many trips to the State House in Providence, and 
that took me into suffrage before we had the vote, and from suffrage I 
graduated into equal rights, because I saw that suffrage did not give 
the women equal justice. 

I would like to ask Mr. Biemiller if you ever read Gompers’ state- 
ment supporting the equal-rights amendment? He made the most 
wonderful statement that has ever been given, and you can’t deny that 
Gompers was one of the greatest labor leaders that ever lived. 

Mr. Bremi.uer. I am very familiar with the American labor move- 
ment. I have taught the subject for a great many years. Hence, I 
am familiar with Mr.Gompers’ writings. 

But, I repeat, as I said for the record, I filed today an unanimous 
resolution passed by the AFL-CIO, confirming the position that has 
been held by the American Federation of Labor for well over 20 years 
by convention action. 

Mrs. Mititer. But Mr. Gompers supported the amendment, if you 
will look up his personal statement. 

Mr. Chairman, you will notice that all of this is on protective 
legislation. Women are able to protect themselves, if they have the 
right to do it. And States can still pass laws under the amendment 
favoring women, if they wish to. 

The amendment does not take away the rights of the States, as has 
been suggested here. 

I notice Mrs. Roosevelt’s name was given as a supporter of the 
Opposition. 

Mrs. Roosevelt, I understand, has withdrawn her opposition 

ublicly; she may privately still oppose the amendment, but she no 
onger opposes it publicly. 
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Now, the obligation of the fathers has been mentioned. I would 
like to know if you ever talked to judges regarding alimony and 
support of children. 

A judge in Erie, Pa. decided a few years ago that the mother who 
was working had an equal obligation with the father to support the 
children. And I have been told by judges in Allegheny County, men 
judges as well as women, that one of the most difficult tasks they have 
is to make a man produce alimony money. It is not going to take 
away—our opposition, I mean—is not going to help the women and 
children, because more and more women are working, more and more, 
many millions more are working than worked 10 years ago. And 
those women are helping support families, and they are also naturally 
in the position that they need equality under the law. 

I don’t know about the nurses’ organization that was spoken of. 
But I do know that there is no law against nurses working at night. 

Now, the whole thing, Mr. Chairman, as I see it, and as we see it, 
is that there is a spiritual force on our side, which is certainly not in 
= opposition. Justice, to be real, cannot be divided. We all know 
that. 

You all are working for equal justice in some form or other. But 
when you talk about putting a woman here with half a loaf, and a 
man with a whole loaf, then that is certainly not the right or equal 
justice under the law. 

And may I remind you that the contract clause prohibits discrimina- 
tion on account of race, color, creed, and country of origin, but not on 
account of sex. That is the contract clause in the Constitution—I 
mean, the Government contract clause. 

The Federal Government contracts involve over 6 million contracts. 

But to repeat, Mr. Chairman, the spiritual desire for equality is 
something which the proponents of this equal-rights amendment be- 
lieve in and feel so deeply that we know that any opposition, however 
strong, can in the end not defeat us. 

Thank you. 

Miss ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, may I say a few words in rebuttal? 

Senator Lancer. Surely. 


STATEMENT OF MARY ANDERSON, 528 17TH STREET, NW., 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Miss ANDERSON. I am Mary Anderson, 528 17th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 

We have appeared here for the last 33 years on this amendment. 
And it is really laughable to think that we are still opposing and still 
affirming the amendment. I don’t know what the amendment would 
do. I know that the amendment in itself will do nothing. 

It is an enabling act, and it says that you can do something in the 
States. The States are permitted to pass laws, the States right now 
are permitted to pass laws. The States have States rights, and they 
permit—if you want to appeal a law, or if you want to affirm a law, the 
States have a perfect right to do so. 

And some of these laws that are not equality for women are being 
done away with in the States; a good many have already been done 
away with. And I daresay if all the friends on the other side had 


worked as hard for doing away with the State laws that are against 
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the women, or equality for women, I think that they would have 
been done away with long ago. 

In regard to the women in industry, I would say that the laws that 
were passed for the improvement of women in industry were passed 
because people realized in the States, and in the Federal Government 
also, that the women in industry had worked long hours, with low pay 
and poor conditions of work. And for that reason, some of those laws 
= passed. They are still necessary, the minimum wage partic- 
ularly. 

This equal-rights amendment, it doesn’t make any difference 
how much they say it won’t touch them—it will. There are many 
employers right now that will go to the court immediately if this 
amendment is passed, and ratified, and sak that this law not be en- 
forced, and the judge can’t do anything else but say that they are right. 

And so, it is almost impossible to tell all the ramifications and all 
the intricacies that this amendment would involve in the States. 
And it would be a lawyer’s paradise. 

I don’t think I want to say any more. But we oppose this amendment, 
and we will oppose it all the time. 

Mrs. Worrett. Mr. Chairman, all of these people that are here and 
opposed to this amendment right now are just about the same people 
that got up and opposed the suffrage amendment that the women 
went to jail for, for all these women. Many new ones have sprung up, 
but all the older people are the ones that opposed it at the time. 
This suffrage amendment was for the good of the women, and this 
amendment is also for the good of the women, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Lancer. I have a statement from Senator Carl Hayden to 
be inserted in the record and a letter and statement from Congress- 
woman Martha W. Griffiths of Michigan which will be inserted in 
the record at this time; also a letter from Nancy Jewell Cross, Las 
Lomitas, Calif. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Unirep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
April 13, 1956. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Constitutional Amendments, 
Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Senator Keravuver: It has not been possible for me to attend the hear- 
ings on Senate Joint Resolution 39, proposing an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States relative to equal rights for men and women. I hope, however, 
that before action is taken on the joint resolution, you will bring this letter to the 
attention of the subcommittee and make it a part of the hearing record. 

As you undoubtedly recall from the debates in the Senate in January 1950, and 
June 1953, I did not favor the adoption by the Senate of the joint resolution 

roposing an equal-rights amendment to the Constitution, as reported from the 
ountis Committee on the Judiciary. In my opinion, the proposed amendment is 
based upon the fallacious premise that men and women are in all respects equal 
and under all laws aonk be treated exactly the same. Should the proposed 
amendment be adopted, no law would be constitutional if by its terms it benefits 
one sex and not the other. 

Every State in the Union has enacted legislation recognizing the existence of 
differences between men and women and granting rights, benefits, and exemptions 
to women which are not necessarily granted to men. In 1950 and again in 1953 
in order to preserve for women the benefits and protection of those laws, I offered 
= following amendment to the equal-rights amendment when it was before the 

enate: 
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“The provisions of this article shall not be construed to impair any rights, 
benefits, or exemptions now or hereafter conferred by law upon persons of the 
female sex.” 

I offered this amendment because there was no question in my mind that the 
proposed change in the Constitution would eradicate from the statute books 
every law in every State which confers any right, benefit, or exemption upon 
women which is not also available to men. It is my belief that socially, economi- 
cally, and physiologically women are entitled to this special legislation, and it is 
for that reason that I proposed my amendment. 

The record shows that in 1950 the Hayden amendment was approved in the 
Senate by a vote of 51 yeas to 31 nays and in 1953 the vote was even greater, 58 
yeas to 25 nays. In each case, after amendment, the joint resolution proposing 
the change in the Constitution received the necessary two-thirds vote and was 
sent to the House of Representatives. 

I hope that in your subcommittee’s consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 39, 
it will be possible for you to receive testimony from all of the great women’s 
organizations in the United States as well as from qualified legal experts who will 
be able to point up results which may reasonably be expected to take place with 
regard to legislation existing in all States of the Union if Senate Joint Resolution 
39 is adopted as introduced. In this connection, may I call your attention to the 
attached statement prepared by Mr. Paul Freund, a law professor at Harvard 
University, on the legal implications of the proposed equal-rights amendment, 
and ask that it be printed in the hearings. 

I hope also that the subcommittee will consider and seek answers to the follow- 
ing six questions concerning the equal-rights amendment which were propounded 
by Mrs. Margaret F. Ackroyd, chief of the division of women and children, 
department of labor, State of Rhode Island: 

1. What does it mean? 

2. What would it do? 

3. And more important, what would it undo? 

4. Would it actually accomplish anything constructive that cannot already be 
done without it? 

5. Or would it result in the destruction of existing rights and privileges which 
are of very real value to women and, through them, to all of society? 

6. Would it bar the door against future legislation in favor of women, for which 
we already see the need? 

Yours very sincerely, 
Cart Haypen, 
United States Senator. 


Hovsre or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington D. C., April 13, 1956. 
Senator Estes KEFravuver, 
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Constitutional Amendments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear Couieacue: Enclosed is a statement of my position in support of Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 39, the equal-rights amendment. This is submitted for 
inclusion in the record of your subecommittee’s hearing on this important pro- 


posal, and I am only sorry the opportunity was not present for me to testify in 
person. 


Sincerely yours, 
Martua W. GriFFITHs, 
Member of Congress. 





STATEMENT OF CONGRESSWOMAN Martua W. GRIFFITHS ON Equat RiGuts 
AMENDMENT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, first let me thank you for the 
opportunity to present my views in support of Senate Joint Resolution 39, the 
equal-rights amendment. 

My name is Martha W. Griffiths, and I have the privilege of representing the 
17th District of Michigan in the House of Representatives. 

The issue presented by the proposed amendment is so simple and compelling 
that you sometimes wonder why it has not long ago been adopted and made a 
part of our fundamental law. 

The one and only aim of the equal-rights amendment is to raise women to the 
status of full and equal citizenship in this great country of ours. 
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At the present time and for the life of our Republic, women have been relegated 
to an inferior position with respect to their citizenship. 

This inconsistency with democracy can only be remedied by the adoption of 
this amendment to the Constitution. 

There should be no distinction as between men and women before the law. 
But in the absence of the proposed amendment, that is precisely the situation 
which prevails today. 

In State after State you can find statutes which discriminate against women 
solely because they are women and for no other reason. 

The most glaring examples of this unfair discrimination can be found in statutes 
dealing with employment. Under the guise of protection women are denied equal 
job opportunities, equal pay for equal work, and other advantages reserved for 
men only. 

A glaring example of this type of employment discrimination took place in my 
own State of Michigan a few years ago. The legislature denied women the right 
to be employed as bartenders. The Supreme Court of the United States upheld 
this statute. 

This statute prevented women who owned bars or taverns from working in their 
own businesses. 

Fortunately, this discrimination was recognized by the people who raised such 
a furor with the members of the legislature that the statute was subsequently 
repealed. 

In this situation the women of Michigan eventually had their rights restored 
but the basic point is this should never have happened. It would never have 
happened had the amendment now under study been a part of the Constitution. 

One of the problems facing our Nation today is a critical shortage of teachers. 
Our children are not receiving the training they should, educators agree, because 
we do not have enough trained teachers at work. 

One of the reasons for this shortage, I submit, is the discriminatory attitude 
prevalent during the depression. Teaching jobs were denied married women 
who were otherwise qualified only because they were married. 

Many teachers retained their positions in those dark days because they kept 
their marriages secret. 

Among the other problems faced by teachers, this one must have contributed 
its share to cause girls to leave the profession. 

As a result we are today paying a high and needless price for the folly of this 
kind of discrimination against women. 

Certainly our democratic faith is strong enough, our economic system dynamic 
enough, and our sense of fair play elastic enough to make women full citizens. 

A constitutional amendment is the most effective way to establish equality of 
rights for men and women. Both Federal and State Governments would be 
forced to observe the principle of equal rights. 

Women are not asking nor do they expect special treatment. 

But women are asking full and equal rights under the law and the opportunity 
to exercise full responsibility as citizens of this great democracy. 

This proposed amendment has been pending before every session of Congress 
since 1923. Certainly there can be no justification for further delay. 

In all earnestness I urge this committee to act favorably on the resolution under 
study so that the Congress in this session can have the opportunity to vote. 
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Woman’s Nationat Democratic CLup, 
Washington, D. C., April 17, 1986. 
Re: Hearing, equal rights amendment. 
Hon. James O. EastLanp, 
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: It is my duty to ask you to correct a statement made before your 
committee on April 13, 1956. It appears in the transcript of the hearing on equal 
rights, amendment, page 30, volume 2. 

Mrs. Maud (Emma) Guffey Miller stated: ‘I want to put this in the record:” 
“Tt is a partial list of our endorsing women’s organizations.” ‘‘And I have 
written another which I know is an endorsement, the Women’s National Demo- 
cratic Club.” 

The Women’s National Democratic Club never endorses legislation. We wish 
to quote from our bylaws: 

“ARTICLE 1. The particular business and objects of the Woman’s National 
Democratic Club are the education of its members in political science and eco- 
nomics and the study of the processes of democracy and the procedure of govern- 
ment. 

We shall appreciate appropriate action being taken to correct any misunder- 
standing. 

Very truly yours, 
(Signed) Alice W. Hostetler, 
(Typed) Mrs. Mrinrer Hostet ier, 
President. 





AMERICAN NurssEs’ AssoctaTIOoN, INC., 


New York, N. Y., April 16, 1956. 
Hon. James O. EastTLanp, 


Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR EastLaNp: We note with considerable interest that the Sub- 
committee on Constitutional Amendments of the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary held hearings last week on legislation proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States relative to equal rights for men and women. 
We are dismayed that sufficient notice of these hearings was not given to permit 
the American Nurses’ Association to appear in opposition to the proposed amend- 
ment. 

The American Nurses’ Association is the national organization of registered 
professional nurses with a membership of 177,000 nurses in 54 State and Terri- 
torial associations. The last official action taken by this association on the matter 
before your committee occurred at the 1954 ANA convention, when the house of 
delegates voted unanimously to reaffirm the stand in opposition to the amendment 
previously taken by the organization’s board of directors. The American Nurses’ 
Association does not endorse the equal-rights amendment because of its threat to 
the continuance of existing protective laws for women. 

This decision was reached after the extensive study which is reported in the 
enclosed reprint of an article which appeared in the American Journal of Nursing. 

I request that this letter and the enclosed article be included in the record of 
the committee hearing which I understand remains open at this time. I trust that 
the views of the American Nurses’ Association on the proposed amendment will 
be given careful consideration and that they will be helpful to you and your 
committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
AGNEs Outson, R. N., President. 
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{Reprinted from the American Journal] of Nursing, vol. 54, April 1954] 
THe Equat Ricuts AMENDMENT 


The board of directors of the American Nurses’ Association reiterates its position 
on the equal rights amendment. A statement on this position was published 
in the journal in June 1952. The opinion presented here was prepared by 
Janet M. Geister, a member of the ANA board, and Julia M. Thompson, ANA 
assistant executive secretary 


The equal rights amendment has been before Congress for 30 years. Only once 
in that period has it passed a body of Congress. In 1950 the bill was passed by 
the Sendte, but only with a rider that actually nullified its purpose. he rider, 
introduced by Senator Hayden of Arizona, provided that nothing in the new 
legislation should effect the existing special laws protecting women. 

The bill has undergone some modifications since the original one, called the 
“Lucretia Mott amendment,” was introduced in 1923, but in essence its purpose 
remains unchanged—the elimination of legal discriminations against women 
through a constitutional amendment. While arguments, pro and con, have 
varied and multiplied the basic principles involved remain unchanged. The bill 
as introduced at the last session of Congress provides that: 

‘Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of sex. Congress and the several States have 

ower within their respective jurisdictions to enforce this article by appropriate 
egislation.”’ 

This amendment grew out of the marked legal discriminations against women 
that existed in this country in its early decades. Our juridical system, based on 
the common law of England, was established on the theory that marriage destroyed 
& woman’s identity. ence the discriminations related in the main to married 
women. 

Under the common law existing when our Constitution was adopted, the 
married woman ceased to exist as a legal person. Her property became her 
husband’s; she could not sign a contract, sue in court, or make a will. Her 
earnings and services belonged to her husband, as did those of the children. She 
became a natural guardian of the children only upon the death of her husband. 

She had no protection against her husband’s desertion, or failure to provide for 
his family, or his disposal of property to others. Women could not vote, partici- 
pate in government, or serve on juries. These were the legal discriminations in 
the main, though there were many others of a social nature—such as barring 
women from professional schools and practices. 

The Women’s Rights Convention in 1848 marked the beginning of woman’s 
long struggle to escape from this position of inferiority. Organized by two 
militant leaders, Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, it struck out bravely 
on its prodigious task. It took 72 years to get the vote but in the meantime other 
gains were being achieved. Ohio enacted a 10-hour law for women as early as 
1852, but the first enforceable law was that of Massachusetts, as amended in 1879. 
In 1908, 15 years before the amendment was first introduced, the United States 
Supreme Court upheld the constitutionality of maximum hours laws for women 
in 20 States. 

Much of the early exploitation of working women was in the sweated trades. 
The battle against these exploitations, led by the National Consumers’ League, 
was beginning to bear fruit. A new type of legislation, protective in nature and 
based on biological and social distinctions between men and women, began 
appearing in State legislatures. The trend toward correction of the inequalities 
slowly, but steadily, gathered momentum. 

With the passage of the equal suffrage amendment (the 19th) in 1920, the 
National Woman’s Party, which was organized to gain suffrage, disbanded. A 
new association with the same name was at once formed for the purpose of follow- 
ing the same method—a constitutional amendment—in securing equal rights for 
women. 

The amendment at first sight, then as now, was tempting; it looked like a 
shortcut to secure for women all the rights they have been achieving step by step, 
through action in State legislatures. A more cititical second look, however, 
brought to many of the early trailblazers an awareness of the great perils involved 
in attempting to achieve these rights through a constitutional amendment. 

Josephine and Pauline Goldmark, whose labor studies became classics, Florence 
Kelley, militant executive of the National Consumers’ League, Dr. Alice Hamilton 
and other Hull House leaders, were among those who took strong issue with the 
proposal. They recognized that the gains already won in women’s work laws, 
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night work laws, and minimum wage laws enacted in the States, would by the 
passage of a Federal law, be thrown into the United States Supreme Court for 
interpretation as to their constitutionality. There was the real probability, too, 
that these laws would be nullified by the passage of the amendment bill. Thus 
all the hard-won gains in protective legislation were placed in jeopardy by the 
proposal. : 

A split occurred in the hitherto solid front of the so-called feminist movement, 
which put associations like the National Women’s Party and the National League 
of Women Voters in direct opposition to each other. The two opposing groups 
remain united on one point; they both want all remaining discriminations against 
women wiped out. From that point on, however, their philosophies and policies 
are diametrically opposed. ; 

The main point of conflict lies in the method to be followed in removing the 
remaining discriminations against women from the statute books. The proponents 
believe this can be best achieved through a constitutional amendment. The 
opponents hold to the belief that the risks involved in this method are much 
greater than the promise. 

But there are other major points of difference. First is the proponent’s stand 
that special safety and health laws for women are unnecessary. They believe 
that such laws actually militate against women, barring them from more lucrative 
jobs, or, as one speaker put it, “from working all night if they want to in what- 
ever job they care to.” This attitude was quickly recognized. Josephine Gold- 
mark, writing of the early years of the controversy states, ‘“Those of us who 
believed in special labor legislation, soon realized that the leaders of the Women’s 
Party actually wanted such legislation destroyed.’”’ Almost 30 years later Senator 
Hayden made the same charge in the Senate and similar charges were made in 
the House. 

In the plea of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs for the amendment, 
its spokesman said, ‘‘We believe that labor laws should be based on the nature of 
the work and not on the sex of the workers.’’ This is also the expressed philosophy 
of the National Women’s Party, the National Association of Women Lawyers, 
and the National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs. 

Opponents vigorously contend that biological differences between men and 
women must be recognized by special protective legislation. In 1924 the United 
States Supreme Court in upholding the constitutionality of minimum hours laws 
for women, declared that, “The physical differences between men and women 
must be recognized.’’ While the protective laws may keep some women from 
more lucrative positions, say the opponents, and retard others who are willing to 
undergo risks and strains now prohibited, these losses are greatly offset by the 
general gains to all working women and homemakers. 

They charge the proponents with confusing equality with identity. Men 
and women are equals in their right to dignity, to the A i be of personality, 
to participation in all the common affairs of our society. Jomen can, and do 
demonstrate complete sexlessness, or equality, in their abilities at the workbench, 
in executive or educational posts, in governmental and similar areas. Nature has 
weighed out intelligence and judgment with an impartial hand. 

But no argument can alter the fact that women are not identical with men in 
physical makeup and needs and in social function. No one quarrels with the 
premise that certain standards, such as those relating to plant equipment and 
environment, affect men and women equally. Their common needs for health 
and safety protections run parallel in many common areas. In lead industries, 
for example, men as well as women should suffer a minimum of hazards, yet a 
pregnant woman has no place there at all. 

While the health and safety laws apply in the main to women who are working 
outside their homes, other special laws protect women who choose homemaking 
as a career. The opponents hold that because these women give . gainful 
employment for homemaking, they and their children must be afforded legal pro- 
tections against the wage earner’s death, incapacitation or desertion. The wide 
spread of widows’ pension laws, and the special considerations for wives and 
widows in the compensation and social security laws, all reflect the traditional 
American respect for the home, and regard for the actual potential mothers of the 
race, 

A third major point of difference occurs in the insistence of the proponents that 
the passage of the amendment “‘would not automatically abrogate existing laws.” 
They apparently have no quarrel with “classified’”’ legislation such as widows’ 
pensions and social security provisions, and they assure their members that 
these will be continued without pause. They also assure those who read their 
brochures that no prolonged litigation will follow the passage of the amendment. 
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The fact is, however, says competent legal authority, that no absolute state- 
ment can be made regarding the fate of our present laws under the amendment, 
until they have been subjected to Supreme Court test and aruling. This authority 
also believes it to be a certainty that the passage of the amendment would open 
up an era of extreme confusion in constitutional law. It is highly probable too 
that is would “open up an era of regrettable consequences for the legal status of 
women in this country.” These opinions were concurred in by 43 eminent jurists 
and law school professors. 

A fourth major point of difference lies in the opposing concepts regarding the 
nature and site of the remaining discriminations. The proponents assert that 
the United States Constitution does not specifically guarantee equal rights between 
men and women—and that the absence of such an asserted principle places 
American women in an inferior position. They claim that until such equality is 
established in the Constitution States may rescind any present legislation for 
women’s protection. 

In reply to this it is stated that our laws reflect public opinion, and that the 
substantial advance in public opinion favoring protective legislation in the past 
60 years is a protection in itself. Furthermore, if public disfavor with this kind 
of legislation should grow to the point of canceling out any part of it, there can 
be no guaranty that a constitutional amendment cannot also be invalidated. 
This occurred with regard to the prohibition amendment. 

The proponents claim that women’s “constitutional inferiority’? bars the 
United Btates from full participation in the United Nations program for bringing 
equal rights throughout the world. In rebuttal it is pointed out that a quarrel 
with the proposed method of achieving equal rights cannot be interpreted as 
opposition to the principles of equal rights. There is a vast difference, too, 
between a declaration of equality and the actual establishment of equality. 

It is also pointed out in rebuttal that at present there is not a law on the Federal 
books that discriminates against women. Frequent references are found in 
proponent literature to the fourteenth amendment, the only one in our 
Constitution in which the word ‘“‘male’’ appears. This amendment, effective in 
1868, which protects ‘“‘male’’ voters was invoked in a Supreme Court decision 
in 1874 denying a Missouri woman the right to vote. 

The grant of full suffrage in 1920, however, removed any bar to women’s voting 
rights. And this, “‘being the supreme law of the land,” says Norton, an authority 
on the Constitution, ‘rendered ineffectual forever the provisions in many acts of 
Congress, in many State constitutions, and in the enactments of many State 
legislatures which contain the word ‘male’ with respect to suffrage.” 

A congressional act of 1907 which expatriated a woman marrying a foreigner, 
even though residing in the United States, was amended in 1922 to give women 
independent status and the right of decision in this matter. The American 
Medical Women’s Association, endorsing the amendment, base their support on 
their difficulty in getting even temporary recognition in military medical service. 
The doctors have confused military rulings and prejudices with constitutional 
prerogatives. 

There is nothing in our Federal laws to keep qualified women from running 
for and holding public office. The Republican National Committee, in its annual 
survey of ‘“‘women in public office” recently pointed out that 289 women served 
in State legislatures in 1953; 31 were in such positions as secretary of State, 
treasurer, superintendent of public instruction, et cetera—and 5,000 were in 
important State appointive positions. Women constitute 22 percent of Govern- 
ment workers in continental United States. While the phrase “equal rights for 
men and women” appears in the United Nations’ Charter and in the new con- 
stitutions of seven countries, does the absence of the specific phrase in our own 
Constitution place American women in an “‘inferior’’ position? 

And finally, must we believe that a constitutional amendment aimed at wiping 
out undefined inequalities will have more powerful effect on backward world 
conditions than the example this country sets? 

The proponents have prepared charts showing where discriminations against 
women still remain on statute books. No one, least of all the opponents, denies 
that some discriminations do remain. But they point out, first, that the major 
inequalities that remain are more the results of prejudice, custom, and tradition 
than they are legal. Second, they show that all of the remaining legal inequalities 
lie within the States, and that the same State legal processes that wiped out 
major discriminations in the past can be relied upon to continue to operate. The 


public mind is geared in this direction. These gains have been made without a 
constitutional amendment. 
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® Citizenship is now acquired in the same way by both men and women. Women 
may vote and hold public office in all States. Any woman who meets the estab- 
lished qualifications for official positions in the National Government is eligible 
either for election or appointment to posts in the executive and legislative branches 
or for appointment to the judiciary, including the Supreme Court of the United 
States. This is equally true in State and local governments. 

In all but six States women may now serve on juries. The wife generally has 
full property rights; her personal earnings are hers. Guardianship laws mainly 
recognize rights of both husband and wife. Women have a legal right to enter 
professions and practically all profitable occupations and trades not specifically 
injurious to them. Thirteen States and one Territory (Alaska) now have equal-pay 
laws. 

After reading many pages of testimony one cannot escape the conclusion that 
many of the endorsers of the equal rights amendment were approving the principle 
of equal rights, without a comprehension of the enormous risks and confusions 
that would attend the effort to attain them through a consitutitional amendment. 
The arguments for the amendment are highly plausible and are bound to stir the 
emotions. Only the objective and patient examination of all the factors involved 
reveals the weaknesses and dangers in the proposed method of achieving these 
rights. And only a judicious and informed weighing of the values can bring a 
wise decision regarding the need for and importance of special legislation for 
women. 

It is significant that Congress, bombarded for 30 years by pressure groups to 
enact what on the surface seems only to be justice, has steadily refused to pass 
the equal rights amendment bill. It may be that some of this reluctance is due 
to congressional unwillingness to cross State lines in this kind of domestic legisla- 
tion. In the same 30 years and more, State legislators have reflected increasingly 
in State laws their recognition of the dual and triple functions of women as workers, 
homemakers, and mothers. 

Nurses have a dual interest in this question, first because 98 percent of the 
profession is made up of women; and second, because the profession exists because 
of its concern in human welfare. It is concerned not only with the actual practices 
related to the nursing process, and with nurses’ interests, but with the health and 
well-being of our society as a whole. 

Important in the whole question is not only the risk involved in the proposed 
method of achieving rights for women, but the issue of the need of special legisla- 
tion for the protection of women. Women are now an integral part of the labor 
forcee—19 million are there now in contrast to 8% million in 1920. Over half the 
women in this country’s labor force are married, and about 25 percent of all 
women workers have children under 18 years. 

While 45 percent of these women are under 35 years of age, the median age has 
moved up to 37 years as many older women have gone out to work. About half 
of these women are doing clerical work or are operatives in the production line. 
They are rapidly broadening their scope of activities and proving their abilities 
to hold their own with men in tasks that require deftness, concentration, and 
dependability. The chief engineer in a metal processing plant said recently, 
“Our women over 45 are our best workers on certain jogs. e wouldn’t replace 
them with men if we could.” There is little doubt in the minds of many that 
women will continue to be a major factor in the labor force. 

The question, then, of whether the need for health and safety laws for their 
protection will mount instead of diminish is of first importance. In all the pro 
and con arguments on the amendment we find no concrete facts to support either 
side—no testimony by doctors and nurses, especially from those in industry, 
We believe, however, that a good deal of factual material is already available in 
the large plants that have classified their jobs according to their physical, as well 
as skill, demands. Industrial nurses with whom the question was discussed are 
unanimous in their insistence that the need for special proteetions for women 
is increasing instead of decreasing. 





PirtsBuRGH, Pa., April 12, 1956, 
Senator Estes Kerauver, 
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Strongly oppose the equal rights amendment, Senate Joint Resolution 39. This 
does not give adequate protection under the law to women and is quite unsatis- 
factory to many women whom I represent. 

Estner C. Sramats, 
Director, Christian Social Relations, United Church Women. 
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New York, N. Y., April 13, 1966. 
Senator Estes Kerauver, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Constitutional Amendments, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
The national board of the YWCA wishes to register again its opposition to the 
so-called equal rights amendment, believing that it would jeopardize and perhaps 
nullify many of the laws which protect women as workers and mothers. 


Litace Reip Barnes, 
President, National Board, 
Young Women’s Christian Association of the U. S. A. 


Wasuinoron, D. C. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 


Chairman, Subcommittee, Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Senate Office Building: 

National Council of Catholic Women, with membership of 9 million women, 
opposes adoption of an equal rights amendment to the Constitution, because it 
would wipe out protective labor legislation for women and would bring into ques- 
tion all existing State laws, in which there are differences between men and women, 
such as marriage, divorce, guardianship, inheritance, and protective labor legislation. 
We ask that you have this opposition entered into the record of the hearings on 
the proposed equal rights amendment. National Council of Catholic Women has 
endorsed the status of women bill in the House and equal pay for equal-work 
legislation. 

MARGARET MBEALEY, 
Executive Secretary. 


Wasuineton, D. C., April 12, 1956. 


Senator Estes KEFravuver, 
Senate Office Building: 


The National Council of Negro Women has for many years opposed the equal 
rights amendment to the Constitution for the reason that the hard-won gains pro- 


tecting women would be wiped out by such legislation. States have made com- 
mendable progress in passing protective legislation for women. Our 20 national 
organizations with their thousands of members are completely opposed to the 
proposed constitutional amendment. We urge you to oppose and vote against 
this so-called equal-rights amendment. 


Mrs. Witu1AM THomas Mason. 


AMERICAN Socrety OF WoMEN ACCOUNTANTS, 
Buffalo, N. Y., April 19, 1956. 
JUDICIARY SUBCOMMITTEE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: We were informed on the morning of April 13, 1956, that a hearing 
would be held at 10:30 a. m. on that date on the equal rights amendment. Due to 
lack of time we were unable to send a representative to attend the hearing. We 
are now advised, however, that your committee will accept the filing of statements 
by any organizations which were not represented at the hearing, and we wish to 
submit the following statement: 

The American Society of Women Accountants is an organization of approxi- 
mately 2,500 women representing 48 chapters throughout the United States. 
The principal purpose of the society is to advance the interest of women in all 
fields of accounting. We believe that the passage of equal rights legislation will 
implement our unceasing effort to gain professional recognition, advancement, 
and compensation on a basis of equality of professional qualifications and ability 
and without discrimination or prejudice on account of sex. 

We are well aware that women may lose certain so-called protective measures 
as a result of the passage of equal rights legislation. We firm y believe, however, 


that ultimately the greater good of the majority will be served by such an enact- 
ment. 
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As an organization we have endorsed the equal rights amendment for a number 
of years and reaffirmed our endorsement in October 1954 at the joint annual 
meeting of the American Society of Women Accountants and its affiliate organiza- 
tion, the American Woman’s Society of Certified Public Accountants. 

We wish to emphasize that we endorse the equal rights amendment without 
riders. 

We will sincerely appreciate a favorable report from your committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

M. Jane Dickman, C. P. A., 
National Legislative Chairman. 


Wasuinaton, D. C., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 


Acting Chairman, Subcommittee of Judiciary Committee, 
Senate Office Building: 
The American Society of Women Accountants, a national professional organ- 
ization of women accountants, urges submission of the equal-rights amendment 
without riders to the people. 


R. Grace Hinps, President. 





NATIONAL EpvucaTION ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATEs, 


Washington, D. C., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. Wiitit1AmM LANGER, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Constitutional Amendments, 
Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR LANGER: On behalf of the National Education Association, I 
would like to submit this statement to be included in the record of your hearings 
on a proposed equal rights amendment. 

The NEA went on record at its last representative assembly (Chicago, 1955) 
as reaffirming its previous endorsement of a proposed amendment to the Constitu- 
tion which would guarantee equal status under the law for men and women. 
This endorsement is contained in our official policy statements for 1955-56 as 
Resolution No. 27. 

. We believe that such an amendment would have definite merit and could benefit 
persons in many professions in all the States. 
Sincerely yours, 
Wiii1am G. Carr, 
Executive Secretary. 


These lawyers and legal scholars, regardless of party, and regardless of political 
or economic views, oppose the so-called Equal Rights Amendment and endorse 
the statement set forth herein, on the legal implications of the proposed amend- 
ment, prepared by Prof. Paul Freund, of the Harvard Law School: 

Roscoe Pound, School of Law, University of California, former dean, Harvard 

Law School 
Clarence Manion, former dean of the College of Law, University of Notre Dame, 

Indiana 
Albert J. Harno, dean of the College of Law, University of Illinois 
Charles Warren, constitutional lawyer and author of The Supreme Court in United 

States History, Washington, D. C. 

Walter Frank, lawyer, New York City 
Leon Green, professor of law University of Texas, former dean, School of Law, 

Northwestern University 
Dorothy Kenyon, lawyer and former judge of Municipal court, New York City 
Prof. M. R. Kirkwood, Palo Alto, Calif. 

Monte M. Lemann, lawyer and former president, Louisiana State Bar Association, 

New Orleans 
E. Blythe Stason, dean of the Law School, Univeristy of Michigan 
Harry Shulman, Sterling, professor of law, Yale University Law School 
William H. Holly, United States district judge, Chicago 
Everett Fraser, emeritus dean of Law School, University of Minnesota, professor 

of law, Hastings College of Law, University of California 
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Walter Gellhorn, professor of law, Columbia University Law School 
Glenn A. McCleary, dean of the Law School, University of Missouri 


Douglas B. Maggs, professor of law, Duke University Law School and former 
solicitor, United States Department of Labor 


The following statement on legal implications of proposed Federal Equal Rights 
Amendment has been endorsed by the deans and professors of leading law schools 
and by the eminent attorneys, jurists, and constitutional lawyers listed above. 

The proposed amendment to the Constitution reads as follows: 

“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United 
States or by any State on account of sex. Congress and the several States shall 
have power, within their respective jurisdictions, to enforce this article by ap- 
propriate legislation. 

“‘This amendment shall take effect three years after the date of ratification.” 

If anything about this proposed amendment is clear, it is that it would transform 
every provision of law concerning women into a constitutional issue to be ulti- 
mately resolved by the Supreme Court of the United States. Every statutory and 
common law provision dealing with the manifold relation of women in society 
would be forced to run the gauntlet of attack on constitutional grounds. The 
range of such potential litigation is too great to be readily foreseen, but it would 
certainly embrace such diverse legal provisions as those relating to a widow’s 
allowance, the obligation of family support and grounds for divorce, the age of 
majority and the right of annulment of marriages, and the maximum hours of 
labor for women in protected industries. 

Not only is the range of the amendment of indefinite extent, but, even more 
important, the fate of all this varied legislation would be left highly uncertain 
in the face of judicial reviews. Presumably, the amendment would set up a con- 
stitutional yardstick of absolute equality between men and women in all legal 
relationships. A more flexible view, permitting reasonable differentiation, can 
hardly be regarded as the object of the proposal, since the 14th amendment has 
long provided that no State shall deny to any person the equal protection of the 
laws, and that amendment permits reasonable classifications while prohibiting 
arbitrary legal discrimination. If it were intended to give the courts the authority 
to pass upon the propriety of distinctions, benefits and duties as between men and 
women, no new guidance is given to the courts, and this entire subject, one of 
unusual complexity, would be left to the unpredictable judgments of courts in 
the form of constitution decisions. 

Such decisions could not be changed by act of the legislature. Such a responsi- 
bility upon the courts would be doubtless as unwelcome to them as it would be 
inappropriate. As has been stated, however, the proposal evidently contemplates 
no flexibility in construction but rather a rule of rigid equality. his branch of 
the dilemma is as repelling as the other. It appears to be accepted by what is 
currently the most authoritative statement on this amendment—the report of 
the House Judiciary Committee (H. Rept. 907, 79th Cong., Ist sess., on H. J. 
Res. 49 dated July 12, 1945). The majority of the committee appears to recognize 
that under the amendment the many laws protecting the safety and welfare of 
women in industry would necessarily fall. The committee states: ‘“‘To say the 
least of the matter, many of the large organizations of women represented in 
hearings before the committee have expressed a sincere desire to waive the so- 
called preferential benefits now accorded to women by various laws so as to permit 
them to folow economic activities from which they are now excluded.” 

It would not be feasible to attempt to enumerate the wide variety of laws and 
rules of the common law which would fall under the impact of the amendment. 
Some conception of their scope may, however, be given by recalling the variety 
of relationships in which women stand in the community. These relationships 
may be summarized as (a) wage earner; (b) member of a family; a citizen; 
(d) individual. The law has recognized and attempted to deal with these rela- 
tionships in a concrete way. Doubtless there are difficulties and anachronisms 
in the law which should be remedied. But the method adopted by the amendment 
is to ignore the basis for all that has been at the foundation of these measures, and 
to substitute an abstract rule of thumb. The practical effect of such a course 
can be suggested by referring briefly to each of the four categories mentioned above. 

(a) As wage earners.—One of the most familiar forms of legislation is that 
which confers special protection on women in industry, through the prohibition of 
employment in hazardous occupations and through regulation of nightwork and 
maximum hours of labor. Presumably the long struggle to place these protective 
measures on the statute books would be set at nought by the adoption of the 
amendment. Specifically, such statutes would apparently have to be held in- 
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valid as denying to women the equal “right’’ to work or as denying to men the 
equal right of protection under the law, for, it is to be noted, the amendment re- 
quires equality of rights under the law, permitting either men or women to claim 
exact equality. How the problem would be met can only be left to conjecture. 
If a State legislature failed to revise the laws giving special protection to women 
in certain industries, it is left uncertain whether the entire pattern of industrial 
legislation would be torn apart by judicial decision or whether a court would 
undertake to legislate by raising the same protection for men. Surely the work 
of generations ought not to be left to this blind hazard. 

(b) As members of the family.—Legislation in the latter part of the 19th and 
early part of the 20th century, commonly known as married women’s acts, fairly 
universally, in this country removed the disabilities which the common law had 
placed upon married women with respect to the right to sue and be sued, the 
right to own separate property and the right to engage in commercial transactions. 
It is true that in some States certain remnants of these disabilities have persisted. 
In a few States, for example, a married woman may not become a surety for her 
husband’s debts, on the theory that she might otherwise be imposed upon; if the 
reason which has led some States to retain this disability is not a sufficient one, 
the disability should of course be removed by further legislation. 

Similarly, in a few States a married woman’s earnings, while belonging to her 
if they result from work outside the home, are held to enure to the husband if 
they are produced by working inside the home. Whether this is a fair adjust- 
ment in view of the husband’s primary duty to support the family may be a fairly 
debatable question, which again can be resolved by further legislation if further 
reform is thought desirable. The proposed amendment would leave no room for 
legislative experiment along these lines, but would impose a requirement of ab- 
solute equality in the property rigats of husband and wife. 

Moie seriously, it would presumably abolish the common rule whereby a hus- 
band has the primary duty of support toward his family, and whereby in many 
jurisdictions failure to render such support is a ground for separation or divorce. 
Precisely how the law of support is to be transformed as a result of the amendment 
is by no means clear. The concept of a primary duty does not lend itself to a 
rule of equality. 

The very least that can be said is that the complex and delicate field of marital 
relationships and divorce, into which Congress has sedulously declined to enter 
in the past, would now be gravely affected by the tangential force of a constitu- 
tional amendment, which would not even rest on a study of the manifold problems 
involved. 

It is worthy of note that the community property system of eight Western 
States, which have evolved differently from the common law systems and which, 
in general, have recognized for a longer period the coordinate status of husband 
and wife, nevertheless contain inequalities which would doubtless be rendered 
invalid under the amendment. Thus the husband is generally regarded as a kind 
of managing partner with special powers not possessed by the wife in respect of 
community property. Legislation would doubtless be required to produce con- 
formity with the dictates of the amendment, and the ramifications of such legisla- 
tion, particularly with respect to the special tax status of persons owning com- 
munity property, cannot be predicted with certainty. 

(c) As citizens.—While the suffrage amendment and other legislation have 
generally guaranteed to women an equality of civil and political rights, there 
remain some gaps which it is undoubtedly one purpose of the amendment to 
close. One of these is the distinction drawn in some States between the obligation 
of men and that of women for jury service. But whether the amendment would 
in fact require a change in this field is itself uncertain, since it is fairly arguable 
that jury service is not a right but a duty and hence not within the scope of the 
amendment. Indeed, the amendment opens up a whole field of potential con- 
troversy turning on distinction between rights and duties. 

(d) As individuals —A common legislative difference in the treatment of men 
and women concerns the age of majority, which is generally lower for the latter. 
This difference has long been accepted as reflecting physical realities. Presumably 
the distinction would no longer be valid. But if a legislature failed to change the 
law, the outcome would present something of a legal puzzle. If the age of majority 
for men is 18 and women is 16, it can hardly be foretold whether equality would 
require a lowering of the former or a raising of the latter. If the standard be 
that of the greater right, it could be asserted that the lower age for women provides 
a greater right to marry but at the same time a more restricted right to annul on 
the ground of minority. How a court would solve the conundrum is, like most 
problems created by the proposed amendment, a matter purely of speculation. 
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The basic fallacy in the proposed amendment is that it attempts to deal with 
complicated and highly concrete problems arising out of a diversity of human 
relationships in terms of a single and simple abstraction. This abstraction is 
undoubtedly a worthy ideal for mobilizing legislative forces in order to remedy 
particular deficiencies in the law. But as a constitutional standard, it is hope- 
lessly inept. That the proposed equal rights amendment would open up an era 
of regrettable consequences for the legal status of women in this country is highly 
probable. That it would open up a period of extreme confusion in constitutional 
law is a certainty. 

Pau. FREUND, 
Professor of Law, Harvard Law School. 


Among the views expressed on the so-called equal rights amendment, the 
following are of special interest: 


Judge William H. Holly, United States district court, Chicago: 


“Tf the proposed equal rights amendment to our Federal Constitution should 
be given the interpretation of which it seems capable, it would destroy the work 
of the years that have been given to secure the passage of the laws for the protec- 
tion of women in industry. I fear that back of those who are openly advocating 
the amendment are the interests which desire to be rid of those laws.”’ 


FE.. Blythe Stason, dean of the University of Michigan Law School: 


“Physiological facts create the absolute necessity of numerous instances of 
differentiation in the law between the sexes affording protection for women not 
required for men. The proposed amendment would certainly throw the bulk of 
such legislation now on the statute books into a state of confusion and uncertainty, 


if it did not, in fact, result in complete elimination of such legislation from the 
statute books.” 


The late Joseph P. Chamberlain, former professor of law, Columbia University 
Law School: 


“The passage of the amendment will create uncertainty and confusion in the 
wide fields of the law of property, of personal status, of marriage. It may destroy 
all labor legislation protecting women. Existing evils can and should be met 
by legislation, aimed to cure them, such as the equal pay bill now before Congress. 
This proposal is a leap in the dark and has no place in the Constitution.” 


The late Silas H. Strawn, former president of the American Bar Association: 


“The amendment would inevitably invalidate many of the State laws protecting 
the American home and which protect women in industry.” 

The following organizations are among those which are on record in opposition 
to the equal rights amendment: 


American Civil Liberties Union ! 

Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America 

American Federation of Labor 

Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen 

Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen 

Congress of Industrial Organizations 

National CIO Auxiliaries 

National Consumers League 

National Council of Catholic Women 

National Council of Jewish Women 

National Council of Negro Women 

National Federation of Settlements 

League of Women Voters of the United States 

Textile Workers Union of America 

United Automobile, Aircraft, Agricultural Implement Workers of America 

United Hatters, Cap, and Millinery Workers 

United Packinghouse Workers of America 

Women’s Society for Christian Service of the M. E. Church 

Young Women’s Christian Associations of the United States of America (Na- 
tional Board) 


1 The opposition of the ACLU is based on the fear that the amendment as phrased will freeze ‘‘mathe- 
matical’ equality into the Constitution by depriving the Government of the power to enact differential 
legislation if and when needed to achieve true equality. 
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The house of delegates of the American Bar Association, at its 1952 meeting 
upon the recommendation of the standing committee on the bill of rights, rejected 
a resolution for the endorsement of the equal rights amendment. 


NaTionaL ConsuMERS LEAGUE, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 








EXHIBIT 2 
Don’t Buy a Goutp Brick 


THE PROPOSED EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES 
CONSTITUTION 


‘Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United 
States or any State on account of sex. 
‘Congress and the several States shall have power within their respective 
jurisdictions, to enforce this article by appropriate legislation. 
“This amendment shall take effect 5 years after the date of ratification.” 
—Pending in the United States Senate. 
It is opposed by— 
National Women’s Trade Union League 
American Federation of Labor 
William Green says: “Such a constitutional amendment would place in 
jeopardy all laws protecting women in industry * * *.” 
Congress of Industrial Organizations 
Philip Murray says: ‘“‘It would not secure equality of treatment for women, 
except at the heavy cost of abandoning the great body of laws that protect 
women workers from exploitation.” 
National Catholic Welfare Conference 
Msgr. John A. Ryan says: ‘‘The Catholic position on labor legislation for 
women * * * has been fully stated by Pope Leo XIII in his Encyclical on 
the Condition of Labor * * *. Legislation should be so constructed and 
adapted as to meet the special needs of * * * wage-earning women.”’ 
National League of Women Voters 
Women’s Christian Temperance Union 
National Board, YWCA 
National Council of Jewish Women 
National Service Star Legion 
American Association of University Women 
Council of Catholic Women 
Girls’ Friendly Society 
National Consumers’ League 
They laughed when someone bought the Brooklyn Bridge from a silver-tongued 
salesman. Yet American women today are being seriously offered a gold brick 
in the “equal rights” amendment. They have been offered it ever since 1923. 
So has Congress, and neither Congress nor the women would buy this “model” 
of equality. Why not? 


Because it would not achieve equality but confusion 


It does not define either “equality” or “rights.” It expresses a theory of sex 
equality and ignores the fact of sex difference. Men and women are different in 
biological structure and social function. State laws regulating working conditions 
for women, family support, guardianship of children, property and inheritance, 
marriage and divorce, recognize these differences. 

Under the amendment, which laws would establish the ‘equality’? required— 
those for men or for women? The amendment authorizes but does not compel 
Congress and State legislatures to determine which law establishes equality. 
Reasonable men and women will disagree on what is “equality.’”” Overburdened 
courts will be called upon to decide whether the legislative choice was valid, 
Until this occurs, long-accepted rights and relationships, well-established family 
and industrial protection for women will be in doubt. 

No other amendment affects such a myriad of Federal and State laws. None 
other disrupts so many delicate human and family relationships whose roots lie 
deep in community experience. 


Because there is a better way to achieve equality between men and women 

The last century has seen outworn discriminations against women removed 
with a thoroughness and at a speed never equaled in history. Today women 
vote, enjoy full citizenship under the nationality laws, and, with few exceptions, 
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may hold public office. In most States they are, under the law, equal partners 
with their husbands in the family, and by custom they are equal even in States 
still having some adverse statutes. In general, they control their own property 
and earnings. 

These changes have been achieved in the American way. As old customs 
changed, the courts modified the ancient common law by decision and the legisla- 
tures modified it by statute. Judges and legislators are practical men. They 
examined each situation in the light of changing human experience and tried to 
establish substantial justice. 

Legal differences between men and women, of course, remain. Some conform 
with the facts of life and are reasonable and desirable. Others are unreasonable, 
obsolete discriminations against women. These must be removed— in the tested 
American way by legislation in States as needed and by continuing improved 
argument before the courts. 


Because it attacks the foundations of family life 


By and large, our laws reflect the facts of life. Nearly 30 million women are 
normally homemakers, giving their lives to bearing and rearing children, to 
making a home for their husbands and families. Our laws seek to protect women 
in this relationship. 

In most States both custom and law require a husband to support his wife. 
This is not inequality for the 30 million homemakers. Shall the law deprive 
them of their husbands’ support—or, in the name of equality, require them to 
support their husbands? And with what? Shall the law be changed because 
a minority of women—about a third of the total—normally work in business, 
the professions, and industry for a part of their lives, might conceivably support 
themselves and their husbands too? 

Whom is the law designed to protect? The strong or the weak? The favored 
woman whose husband is able and willing to support her—or one who can com- 
mand a good return for her skill never has to go to court to insist on support. 
The mother of six children whose husband deserts her for a younger woman, 
for drink or because he is irresponsible has to rely on law for her needs and her 
moral rights. Melodramatic, this? Go and sit in the family court and watch 
the daily grind of desertion and nonsupport cases! 

Shall we deprive this woman of the legal right to her husband’s support? 
Shall we require her to support him? Is this equality of rights? 

The husband’s and father’s obligation for support is but one of the family 
laws that would be disrupted by the ‘‘equal rights’ amendment. 

For example, girls may marry earlier in most States than boys. This reflects 
the social judgment of the community and the earlier maturity of girls. Would 
the “equal rights’? amendment require the age of consent by both sexes to be 
the present age for girls or the present age for boys? 

Men are generally liable for their wives’ debts and may be required to pay 
their divorced wives alimony. This is a great protection to middle-aged women 
who are irresponsibly divorced by their husbands when they are long past their 
years of learning a trade or profession. In some States a woman reaches majority 
at 18, a man at 21. The property rights of men and women differ in all the 
States. Under the amendment, which set of laws would achieve “equal rights’’? 

These legal differences can be changed one by one by legislation—after due 
consideration of all the problems involved. Indeed similar ones have been 
changed in many States, which is as it should be. The amendment would do 
nothing that has not been better done without it—by the tried method of specific 
bills for specific ills. 

It is dangerous to tinker by constitutional amendment with deep-rooted cus- 
toms of the people. 





Because it destroys hard-won protective laws for women 


That is why 13 million organized workers in America today sincerely oppose 
this amendment. Three million of these are estimated to be women. They 
oppose it through the American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Indus- 
trial Organizations. Industrial women have long opposed it through the National 
Consumer’s League and the National Women’s Trade Union League. 

Like the family laws, protective labor laws recognize the facts of life—woman’s 
child-bearing function, her dual job as worker and homemaker, her lesser strength 
and her greater susceptibility to fatigue. All industrial nations have used the 


police power of the state to protect the health and welfare of the mothers of the 
race. 
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The struggle of American working women to win this labor legislation has gone 
on for over half acentury. But today 44 States in the Union regulate their hours 
of work to prevent exploitation and fatigue. Twenty-six States have established 
minimum wage laws for women. Every State but one requires seating facilities 
of some sort for women. Practically all States require sanitary facilities for them, 
and a number safeguard them against the lifting and carrying of heavy weights. 
The hard-fought battle is not yet won but industrial women will not give up the 
substance of approaching equality for its shadow. 

Protective laws do not discriminate against women. The fact is, they reduce 
rather than create discrimination. They narrow the gap between men’s and 
women’s wages and working conditions. Best proof is that—even prior to the 
war—more women were working in industry than ever before—over 5 million of 
them—and most of the increase was in States having protection under that 
legislation. Earnings also increased. Thorough investigations repeatedly made 
by the Women’s Bureau of the United States Department of Labor show that 
men have not replaced women under protective laws. No comparable investiga- 
tions have ever been made by those who charge that protective laws restrict 
women’s opportunities. In the absence of competent, contrary testimony, 
reasonable people will accept the Women’s Bureau findings. 

Friends of the amendment say they favor—though they have not actively 
supported—extension of women’s labor laws tomen. Such extension has occurred 
in a few States. But because we do not yet have such laws for men in all States 
is no reason why we should give them up for women. 

Traditionally, industrial women have not joined trade unions in large numbers. 
Today the largest number of women in history belong to unions—perhaps 3 million 
out of 17% million women wage earners. Most of them are organized in the air- 
craft and converted automotive industries which after the war may operate with 
greatly reduced work forces. Thousands of women in these industries will return 
to their old occupations, the trades and callings not so highly organized, without 
strong unions and where they can again be subjected to bad conditions—standing 
for hours, inadequate sanitary facilities, long hours, and below subsistence pay 
in intra-State industries—serious unless the socially beneficial laws remain in 
force. We cannot, therefore, count on women’s present union membership in 
these expanded war industries to offer them adequate protection continuously. 

During the war, women have answered their country’s call to the production 
front by the millions. Cheerfully they have added a full-time war job to their 
home duties. Without them, our armies could not have been so large nor our 
flood of munitions so overwhelming. Without them, we would not be winning 
the war today. But they could not have done these jobs and been successful 
had it not been that they were aided by State laws which gave them comfort and 
decency, and by regulations of the Women’s Bureau enforced by Army and Navy 
and War Production Board as production rules: seats, rest periods, regulated 
hours and workweeks, assurance of good pay. 

It would be a sorry reward for their sacrifice to deprive them of the laws that 
freed them from sweatshop exploitation. Shall their country’s gratitude be 
expressed by ‘‘freeing’’ them to work 12 to 18 hours a day for a pittance—and 
under conditions that jeopardize their health as mothers? 

The United States will not be so niggardly in rewarding the wartime contribu- 
tion of women, It will not sell them a goldbrick. 


NATIONAL ConsuMERS LEAGUE, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 





EXHIBIT 3 
WomEn’s JointT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE, WasHINGTON, D. C., 1953 


Member organizations: 
American Federation of Teachers 
American Home Economics Association 
American Library Association 
American Nurses’ Association 
Association for Childhood Education International 
National Association for Nursery Education 
National Association of Social Workers 
National Board of the Young Women’s Christian Association 
National Congress of Colored Parents and Teachers 
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National Consumers’ League 
National Council of Jewish Women 
National Education Association 
National Farmers Union 
Service Star Legion, Inc. 
United Church Women 

PURPOSE 


The Women’s Joint Congressional Committee is a clearinghouse for the legis- 
lative work of national organizations engaged in promoting Federal measures per- 
taining to the general welfare. It does not itself endorse, promote, or propose any 
such measures. It merely provides the machinery by which member organiza- 
tions interested in a given measure can pool their efforts without in any way 
involving other member organizations. 


FORMATION 


The Women’s Joint Congressional Committee was formed in 1920, soon after 
the granting of suffrage to women had placed new legislative responsibilities on 
women’s organizations. As time went on, organizations with men as well as 
women members were admitted into membership in the WJCC. 


MEMBERSHIP 


Membership is open to any organization national in scope which is actively 
supporting at least one Federal legislative measure and of which the aims and 
major program are not in conflict with those of other member organizations. 


METHODS OF WORK 


The activities of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee consist of two 
general types: those concerned with routine administration and general informa- 
tion service to member organizations, and those for the pooling of legislative effort 
accomplished through so-called legislative committees. (See art. VII of bylaws.) 


Lookout Committee 


The lookout committee scrutinizes measures introduced or about to be intro- 
duced into Congress and brings to the attention of member organizations those 
which appear to be in line with their interests. 


Followup Committee 


As occasion requires, a special followup committee reviews the results of legis- 
lation adopted with the support of a legislative committee of the Women’s Joint 
Congressional Committee and, if the findings seem significant, reports them for the 
benefit of member organizations. 

The full minutes of all meetings are sent to delegates, alternates and repre- 
sentatives, and to others designated by the delegate of each organization. 


Legislative Committees 


Member organizations of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee, through 
legislative committees, have done active work in connection with legislation of 
many kinds, such as: 

Labor: 
Child-labor laws 
Minimum-wage laws 
Migratory labor 
Education: 
Federal aid to education 
Extension of library services 
Health: 
Maternal and infant welfare 
Food and Drug Act 
Local health units 
School-lunch program 
Social Welfare: 
Housing 
Social security 
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Citizenship: 

Suffrage for District of Columbia 

Opposition to so-called equal rights amendment 

Support for equal pay for equal work 
International Relations: 

Revision of the Neutrality Act 

Reciprocal trade agreements 

United Nations and its specialized agencies 


MEETINGS 


The Women’s Joint Congressional Committee meets once a month during and 
near the time Congress is in session. Aside from routine administrative business, 
it hears and acts on the reports of its own standing committees. It listens to re- 
ports of legislative committees but takes no action regarding them. 


FINANCES 


The Women’s Joint Congressional Committee has never received any funds 
except the annual dues from each member organization. These have been suffi- 
cient for its routine expenses, of which the most important item is the cost of 
mimeographed reports of meetings sent to members. 


BYLAWS 
Article I—Name 


The name of this body shall be the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. 
Article II—Object 


Its object shall be to serve as a clearinghouse of organizations engaged in pro- 
moting Federal legislation pertaining to the general welfare. 


Article III— Membership 


Section 1. (a) Admission to membership in the Women’s Joint Congressional 
Committee shall be open to organizations meeting the following requirements: 

(1) They shall be national in scope both as to geographic distribution and as to 
legislative program. 

(2) They shall have endorsed and be giving active support to at least one federal 
legislative proposal. 

(3) They shall be organizations whose aims and major L pm ec: legislative and 
general, are not in conflict with the major purposes and programs of any other 
organization belonging to the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. 

(b) To enable the Committee to determine the eligibility of any organization 
desiring membership, the applicant shall file with the secretary: 

(1) A copy of the official statement of its aims and purposes and program. 

(2) Copies of the bills in which it is interested. 

(3) The names of its principal officers and the delegate and alternate who will 
regularly attend the meetings of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. 

(4) A statement that it agrees to make a contribution of sixteen dollars ($16.00) 
a@ year. 

Section 2. Application for membership shall be considered by the committee on 
membership. This committee shall make recommendations to the Women’s Joint 
Congressional Committee for action at the regular meeting following that at which 
the recommendations are submitted. 

Section 3. No organization shall be admitted to membership if it receives 
three or more dissenting votes. 

Section 4. Each member organization shall be entitled to one vote. 


Article I1V—Delegates, Alternates, and Representatives 


Section 1. (a) Each member organization shall appoint one delegate and one 
alternate to serve on the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. 

(b) The same person shall not serve as delegate, alternate, or representative 
for more than one organization. 

Section 2. Each member organization may appoint representatives. These 
representatives shall not be entitled to vote in the Women’s Joint Congressional 
Committee except when acting for the delegate. They may serve on all com- 
mittees (standing, special, and legislative) and act as chairmen of legislative and 
special committees. 

Section 3. No member organization shall appoint as delegate, alternate, or 
representative any person who is in the employ of the federal government or 
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who is connected with a firm or association the interests of which may be at 
variance with the purpose of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. 


Article V—Officers 


Section 1. (a) The Officers shall be the chairman, vice chairman, secretary, 
and treasurer. They shall perform the usual duties of their respective offices 
and shall serve for two years or until their successors are duly elected and installed. 
Two of these officers shall be elected in alternate years—chairman and secretary 
one year, vice chairman and treasurer the next year. 

(b) Election of officers shall be by ballot at the annual meeting of the Women’s 
Joint Congressional Committee. Nominations made by the nominating com- 
mittee shall be sent out by the secretary with the notice of the annual meeting, 
and others may be made from the floor. 

Section 2. Delegates and alternates only shall be eligible to office. 


Article VI— Meetings 


Section 1. During and near the time when Congress is in session, the Women’s 
Joint Congressional Committee shall meet at intervals of approximately one 
month. 

Section 2. The annual business meeting of the Women’s Joint Congressional 
Committee should be held in the month of October. 

Section 3. A special meeting may be called by the chairman or upon the 
request of five members, 

section 4. A quorum shall consist of seven (7) voting members. 

Section 5. Visitors may attend meetings upon invitation of the chairman of 
the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. The chairman also may grant 
permission to members of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee to bring 
members of their organizations or other visitors to a meeting. 


Article VII—Committees 


Section 1. The officers shall constitute an executive committee and shall 
meet at the call of the chairman. 

Section 2. The executive committee shall appoint a committee on membership 
of three (3) members who shall consider applications for membership in the 
bres Joint Congressional Committee and make recommendaions regarding 
them. 

Section 3. The executive committee shall appoint a lookout committee which 
shall scrutinize measures introduced or about to be introduced into Congress 
and bring to the attention of member organizations those which appear to be 
in line with their interests. 

Section 4. A nominating committee of three (3) members shall be elected at 
the April meeting of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. It shall 
make nominations for officers of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee 
and shall report in writing to the secretary of the Women’s Joint Congressional 
Committee in time for her to include the nominations in the notice for the annual 
meeting. : 

Section 5. A special committee for any specified purpose may be formed at 
any regular meeting of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee. 

Section 6. A legislative committee may be formed when five (5) or more 
member organizations are interested in similar action on legislation. Each 
legislative committee shall elect its own officers, shall conduct its business in- 
dependently of the Women’s Joint Congressional Committee, and shall be 
responsible for any expenses incurred. 


Article VIII—Amendments 


These By-Laws may be amended at any regular meeting of the Women’s 
Joint Congressional Committee by a two-thirds vote (see Article IV, Section 2), 


notice of the proposed change having been given to the members at the previous 
meeting. 


AMERICAN WoMAN’S SOCIETY OF 
CERTIFIED PuBLic ACCOUNTANTS, 


Chicago, Ill., April 19, 1956. 
SENATE JuDICIARY SUBCOMMITTEE, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: The American Woman’s Society of Certified Public Account- 


ants, the national professional organization of women C. P. A.’s endorses the 
equal-rights amendment without riders. 
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Your attention is directed to some of the problems facing women today: 

1. Some States do not permit jury service by women. 

2. In some States certain public offices cannot be held by women. 

3. Many States prohibit certain occupations to women, limit their working 
hours or prescribe minimum wages on a different scale than for men, implying 
rong women are not capable of bargaining for their working conditions as men 

oO. 

4. A number of State laws provide different standards for females and males 
with respect to marital status. 

A specific example of present status of women and that of men is the matter 
of preferences in civil-service appointments. The present Federal law has been 
interpreted as giving the appointing officers the right to specify sex desired in 
civil-service positions. Consequently, in various reorganizations, as well as in 
new positions, women accountants have been passed over in favor of men, 
even though the women may have all of the necessary qualifications. In the 
83d Congress an effort was made to amend the United States Code so as to give 
& man or a@ woman a right of appeal in the event he or she believed his or her 
name had been passed over on a promotion or appointment because of his or 
her sex. This amendment offered by the House committee was not passed. 

This society believes that enactment of the equal-rights amendment will 
benefit men as well as women. Legislation such as that enacted to enable male 
nurses in the Armed Forces to receive commissions on the same basis as female 
nurses will not be necessary if the equal-rights amendment is enacted. 

In our opinion, there is a definite need for legislation granting equal rights to 
both sexes. We believe this need can best be met by the proposed equal-rights 
amendment. Therefore, we urge submission of the amendment without riders 
to the people. 

Respectfully submitted. 

KATHERINE E, PFEIFER, 
Legislative Chairman. 


MASSACHUSETTS COMMITTEE FOR THE EquaL Riguts AMENDMENT, 
Newton Center, Mass., April 18, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 
Chairman, Senate Judiciary Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR LANGER: The Massachusetts Committee for the Equal Rights 
Amendment asks your committee for a favorable report on the equal rights 
amendment, Senate Joint Resolution 39. They heartily oppose the addition to 
this amendment of any qualifying riders which would water down the basic 
legal rights of women. 

The Massachusetts Committee for the Equal Rights Amendment is made up 
of women from all walks of life, business, and professional women, teachers, 
social workers, homemakers, members of the American Association of University 
Women and the League of Women Voters. 

All of us feel the importance at this time of strengthening the bases of demo- 
cratic government by granting to women, who represent half of the people of the 
United States, equality of rights under the law. We think it is important that 
all the implications of common law regarding the status of women be wiped out 
-by the equal rights amendment and that women be recognized as complete 
citizens by the United States Constitution. This has been delayed far too long. 

Women have no protection under the Constitution from discrimination because 
of sex. The lack of this protection has very dangerous possibilities in periods 
of depression or reaction. 

The adoption of the equal rights amendment will be a step forward and will 
strengthen our democratic government. 

Respectfully yours, 
Atma Lutz, Secretary. 





Las Lomitas, Cauir., July 18, 1955. 
Hon. Lister HI, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Congress of the United States, Washington, D, C. 
Dear Senator Hitt and Memsers of the Commirtee: I am glad to note 
that a large number of distinguished Senators have coauthored Senate Joint 
Resolution 39 for a constitutional amendment for equality of rights under the 
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law for women and men and that your Honorable Chairman Lister Hill intelli- 
gently voted against a similar resolution spoiled by the negating Hayden rider 
at the second session of Eighty-third session of Congress. I hope that the members 
of this Committee will actively support the principle of equal rights for women 
and men as well as for persons of all races and ualleioes be voting in favor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 39 without crippling amendment and by careful evalua- 
tion and amendment of labor and public aan legislation to the same objective. 

It may help some people who haven’t seen the necessity of equal rights and 
opportunities in any ethical system predicated upon human dignity and in any 
economic system directed toward highest productivity, to realize that equal 
rights and opportunities for women and men, farmers and bankers, southerners 
and westerners, people in their thirties and people in their sixties, and laborers 
and college presidents, does not imply that the people are alike except in their 
rights and opportunities. It is their very differences which continue through 
equal opportunities which make their fair representation and full participation 
in all economic and governmental areas essential to improved national mental 
health and productivity. (Diversity of individuals and full participation for 
— benefit is discussed in my statement at pp. 1216-1221 of pt. 10 of the 

enate Foreign Relations Subcommittee hearings on Review of the United 
Nations Charter.) 

The United States Census reports that men work alongside women in all 446 
occupations listed in the census. In a competitive world of widely varying 
systems, including some where women and men contribute equally in law, medi- 
cine, engineering, and other professions, the United States cannot afford to 
handicap one-half of the population with occupational and civil disabilities. 
The disabilities existing and proposed to deny full use of the resources of and 
fair return for labor to individuals by group are without scientific or moral 
authority. An example of action contrary to recognized facts is the House- 
passed law selectively reducing the retirement age for women under social security. 
Older women and older women workers even more so have increased much more 
rapidly than older men and older men workers in the United States. Due to 
women’s better health and present 6-year greater viability, a great productive 
resource lies in the full employment of older women. The notion that marriage, 
as such, without regard to the temporary full-time demands of parents of a 
young family, forever after disposes of the time of able-bodied, well-educated 
women is ridiculous. Nor can men who consider women as their competitors 
to be disqualified directly and indirectly at every legislative and executive chance, 
bring into being the national mental health which is aimed at with funds for 
research on mental illness, juvenile delinquency, alcoholism, and crime until 
they can face their own personal relationships maturely. Some people who 
have not grown up to understanding adult women as full citizens and full par- 
ticipants in our economy, equally entitled to be represented in independent 
viewpoint, have tried to compensate for guilt associated with known peonage 
by law of wives in their own State and other abuses of women in their own family, 
by vigorously asserting equal political and economic rights for Negroes (of course 
men only) in the name‘of human dignity in some States other than their own 
and far off in personal concern. 

To the objective of full participation I urge you to support equal rights for 
women and men by constitutional amendment and in all other implementing 
ways in the statutes and administration of the laws of the United States. Please 
refuse passage to House bills which would make the retirement age or other inci- 
dents of social security, or pensions related to Government employment for 
women selectively derivative from their status as wives or widows of men or 
mothers of men’s children. The Congressmen whose legislation reflects the 
archaic notion of men only as citizens need your help with their thinking. If 
the retirement age is to be selectively lowered on the basis of sex, the scientific 
evidence suggests that it should be lower for men than for women so that they 
will have some opportunity to the benefits notwithstanding their shorter average 
lifetimes. For a similar reason it would be appropriate to extend the benefits 
of sex-selective protective working conditions to men as the physiologically less- 
viable sex. I think the best answer is entirely uniform application, if possible 
allowing for health or choice options by individuals, on a uniform basis. Sophis- 
tication on the subject of employment of women and men today requires famili- 
arity with important, recently-developed studies such as the Equal Pay Primer 
of the United States Department of Labor; Questions and Answers on he Equal 
Rights Amendment in the Congressional Record of July 16, 1953; United States 
census data on median individual and family-head income by race and sex, and 
average rates of pay by occupation, race, and sex; the scientific study of physio- 
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logical evidence written up in Ashley Montagu’s The Natural Superiority of 
Women; the long-term educational implications in the article Patriarchal Values 
in Women’s Education, by Sophie Drinker (Journal Higher Education, March 
1954); and the long-term economic factors so ably and pertinently reported to 
the United Nations by the International Labor Office: Equal Pay for Equal 
Work—E/CN.6/257, January 5, 1955; E/CN.6/263, January 25, 1955; and The 
Employment of Older Women Workers—E/CN.6/251, February 9, 1954; and 
E/CN.6/262, January 24, 1955. 

In conclusion, I ask you to devise and support equalization of governmental 
benefits and conditions for women and men, wife and husband, mother and father, 
and widow and widower, by substituting “person’’, ‘‘spouse”’, “parent’’, and 
“‘widowed person’ in the law for sex-specific terms. I urge you to devise and 
support the widest possible coverage of groups and occupations under social 
security, minimum wage and hour, and any other working conditions and employ- 
ment practices legislation and that you pass Senate Joint Resolution 39. 

Sincerely yours, 
Nancy Cross, 
Inter professional Consultant, 


New York, N. Y., April 12, 1956. 

Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Judiciary Subcommittee No. 1, 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The American Medical Women’s Association, composed of women physicians 
in the United States, endorses and supports enactment of the equal rights amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States. Full citizenship should not be 
denied to better than 51 percent of the population of our country. Until differ- 
entiations on the basis of sex are removed by the passage of the equal rights 
amendment women are not full citizens. Favorable action by the Judiciary 
Subcommittee and enactment of Senate Joint Resolution 39 during this session 
of Congress is urged. 


EstuHer C. Martine, M. D., President. 





RicuMonD, Va., April 19, 1956. 

Senator Wi1Lu1AmM LANGER, 
Member, Subcommittee of Judiciary, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Approximately 9 million organized women of country represented on Women’s 
Joint Legislative Committee for Equal Rights Amendment to Constitution deeply 
appreciate Judiciary subcommittee’s receiving on April 13 voiced and written 
viewpoints of major women’s organizations working actively for passage. My 
own absence was due to business conference scheduled prior to your setting date 
subcommittee’s hearing. We fervently hope you and your colleagues on sub- 
committee will unanimously report resolution out favorably at next meeting. 
You shall have our eternal gratitute in according women equal rights under the 
law with men. 


Nina Horton Avery. 


Wasuinoton, D. C., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 


Acting Chairman, Judiciary Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


The American Women’s Society of Certified Public Accountants, a national 
professional organization of women C. P. A.’s, urges submission of the equal rights 
amendment without riders to the people. 


CorINNE CuHILDs, President. 


OKLAHOMA City, Oxia., April 10, 1956. 
JuNITA BRUMLOW, 


Care Hon. John Jarman, Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington D. C.: 


I am advised Senator Kefauver is chairman of a Subcommittee on the Equal 
Rights Amendment and that his committee is scheduled to meet April 12. The 
Oklahoma BPW federation has voted for the passage of this bill for many years. 
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For past 3 years I have personally made many speeches on that subject and 
know Oklahoma women want it passed. Will you please take this wire to the 
proper party or parties as the Oklahoma BPW Federation want to impress on that 
committee its interest in the passage of the Equal Rights Amendment. Also will 
you please see that Mrs. Maybelle Kennedy gets a copy of this wire. Thank you. 
MARGARET BEHRINGER, 
State Legislative Chairman, Oklahoma BPW Federation. 


Derrorr, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WiLL1aAM LANGER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
We respectfully request your support of the equal rights amendment in its 
original form. je oppose the Hayden rider. 


HELEN McNamara, 
Legislation Chairman, Highland Park Business and Professional Women's 
Club. 


Detroit, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator W1LL1AM LANGER, 


Washington, D. C.: 
Please support the equal rights bill in its original form. 
MasBe.t C. ScHoutz. 


Detroit, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER 


Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Please support the equal rights bill in its original form. 
R. W. H. GarpNer. 


Derroit, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator W1LL1AM LANGER, 


Senate Office Bldg., Washington, D. C.: 
Support equal rights bill in its original form. 
ANN PALMER. 


Detroit, Micu., April 18, 1956. 
Senator W. LANGER, 


Washington, D. C.: 
The Detroit Uptown Business and Professional Women’s Club are in favor 
the passage of the equal rights bill in its original form not as amended. 


Lypa Larkins, President. 


Derroit, Micu., April 20, 1956. 
Mr. SMITHEY, 


Senate Judiciary Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Vote for passage of equal rights amendment without amendments. 


Mrs. Lota H. LatHers. 


Derroit, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator LANGER, 


Senate Judiciary Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Work for passage of equal rights amendment in original form without amend- 
ment. 
REGINA COOLE, 
Delegate, Precinct Five, Congressional District. 
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Detroit, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Urge your support in passing the é¢qual rights amendment in its original form. 
IRENE LOCHER. 


Livonia, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 
Care Judiciary Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
Work for the passage of the equal rights amendment in the original form without 
amendments. 
Doris CostTELLo, 
Secretary Wayne County Eleanor Roosevelt League. 


PiymovutsH, Micu., April 19, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 
Subcommittee, Judiciary Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
May I urgently urge your support of the equal rights amendments with no 
added amendment. 
Mrs. VrioLeT Da.uas, 
Chairman, Public Affairs Committee, 
Livonia Business and Professional Woman’s Club. 


Livonia, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WiLL1AM LANGER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington D. C.: 

Please bring the equal rights amendment out of committee to be voted upon 
today. As an American woman interested in better government for all may I 
request that you please pass the equal rights amendment in its original form 
without amendment, my deepest thanks. 

Euste GILMoRE. 


Livonia, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator W1LL1AM LANGER, 


Care Judiciary Committee, Washington, D. C.: 
Work for the passage of the equal rights amendment in the original form with- 
out amendments. 
Dr. Marre Timpona, 
Women’s Chiropractors Club, 


PiymoutH, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WiLL1AM LANGER, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Please support equal rights bill in its original form. 


FRANCES AHRICK, 
Detroit, Mich. 


PiymoutTH, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Please support equal rights bill in its original form. 
GWENDOLYN MINGE. 











EQUAL RIGHTS 79 


Piymouts, Micu., April 18, 1956. 


Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Please support equal rights bill in its original form. 


FLORENCE Woop. 


Pontiac, Micu., April 18, 1956. 
Senator W1iLL1AM LANGER, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Please support equal rights bill in its original form. 


Lita Ross, 
President B. and P. W. Club. 


Pontiac, Micu., April 13, 1956. 
Senator WiLt1aAmM LANGER, 


Washington, D. C.: 
Please support equal rights bill in its original form. 


Mrs. Frances M. Lear, 
District 1, Business and Professional Women’s Club. 


; ; WasuineTon, D. C., April 24, 1956. 
Senator Witu1aAm LancGeEr, United States Senate: 
The American Federation of Soroptimist Clubs most earnestly requests early 
and favorable action on the equal rights amendment by your committee. 


E.Lia C. WERNER, 
Chairman, Equal Rights Committee. 


Democratic NATIONAL COMMITTEE, 


Slippery Rock, Pa., May 4, 1956. 
Hon. James O. EastTLanp, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR EastTuanp: Last month Mrs. Hostetler, president of the 
Woman’s National Democratic Club wrote you protesting over the fact that in a 


hearing before the Judiciary Committee that I said her club had endorsed the 
equal rights amendment. 
This was an error on my part as it was the Woman’s Democratic Club of New 
York City which endorsed the amendment and not the club in Washington. 
Even though the latter club does not make endorsements, I can’t see ‘‘what all 
the shootin’s for’’ since our platform had endorsed it three times and none of our 
candidates disavowed it. 


However, I am always willing to make a correction and trust you will file this 
letter with Mrs. Hostetler’s. 
With many thanks and kindest regards, 
Sincerely yours, 


EmMMA GuFFEY MILLER. 


Senator Lancer. We will adjourn this hearing on Senate Joint 
Resolution 39, to take up Senate Joint Resolution 29, dealing with 
the poll tax. 

(Whereupon, at 12:05 p. m., the hearing on S. J. Res. 39 was ad- 
— and the committee proceeded to the consideration of S. J. 

es. 29.) 
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